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Abstract 
This study investigates the procedures for non-governmental organizations (NGOs) to 
gain access to the European Union agenda-setting. These procedures are sought 
investigated in the light of the globalizing world and the increased variety of actors 
influencing the decision-making process at a supranational level. This raises the 
question of democratic legitimacy at a supranational level. This study applies a critical 
theoretical approach and thus uses a normative ideal to establish how democracy at a 
supranational level should institutionalize procedures for involving NGOs in the 
agenda-setting.  
The empirical data are based on interviews with actors from the organized civil society. 
Through an exploratory interview with the NGO Danish Society for a Living Sea (LS), 
their different channels of access to the EU decision-making are established and found 
to be based upon membership of various networks. The empirical data in this study is 
thus based on interviews with key employees in the networks Concord Denmark and 
Concord Europe, in the association Seas At Risk, and in Long Distance Regional 
Advisory Council established by the EU Commission. To ensure that the complexity in 
the empirical data is not lost when analyzed in relation to the democratic ideal, there is 
conducted a thematical analysis. The ideal applied in this study is based on Habermas’ 
procedural theory of deliberative democracy. The analysis is based on two levels in 
reaching access to the EU decision-making process, which were extracted from the 
empirical data: the first level is perceived as the NGOs’ access to the networks, the 
second is perceived as the networks’ access to the EU institutions. The analysis clarifies 
that it is easy for LS to gain access to the networks, yet their ability to take part in the 
internal agenda-setting in the networks is determined by their capacities. At the second 
level there are more difficulties in reaching access. The access as well as the agenda-
setting is based upon the informal communication between organized civil society and 
EU institutions. The analysis exposes two major procedural gaps in the EU’s 
institutional setup, which promote informal communication. The first gap is the inability 
to institutionalize a room for the inclusion of the NGOs in the decision-making process 
in the EU. The second is the institutional structure of the EU’s institutions, which 
provide a room and incentives for. The study concludes that the European Union lacks 
an institutionalized room, based on communicative rationality, in order to be legitimate 
in the light of the deliberative democracy.  
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1.1 Problem Field 
Globalization and Democracy 
Within the structures of the international system, changes can be identified. The relation 
between states, civil society and international organizations has become more complex 
and interconnected, as politics have begun to reach beyond the nation state (Held & 
McGrew 2007:139). This development has caused new challenges for participation and 
democracy as many decisions have moved towards supranational institutions. David 
Held (1995) defines globalization as the main reason of contemporary challenges to 
democracy. He identifies a line of problems posed by globalization, looking at the 
disjuncture between the idea of the state as capable of determining its own future, and 
the world economy, international organizations, regional and global institutions, which 
shape and constrain the options of nation states (Held 1995:99). The new structures of 
the international system are also challenging the traditional idea of government, 
imposing a shift towards the concept of governance. The decisions being made at a 
supranational level are products of cooperation between a multifaceted range of actors 
(Jenson 2009:461). With the new levels of decision-making changing to subnational, 
transnational, and supranational levels, the traditional democratic organization is being 
modified and transformed by incorporating the concept of governance. The 
incorporation of new actors to the decision-making process entails a wide variety of 
participants from the public, private and voluntary sector as labor unions, trade unions 
and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) (Jenson 2009:461).   
 
Globalization has further changed the conception of democracy representing a 
constraint on the sovereignty of decision-making in a state (Wæver 1996:116). The 
decision-making in supranational institutions, such as the European Union (EU), has an 
increased effect on national policies. The traditional conception of democracy is thus 
being challenged by the fragmentation of political power and it must be questioned 
whether the nation state itself can remain the center of democratic thought (Dahl 1989; 
Held 1995; Wind et al. 2012). The EU is a result of political cooperation at a 
supranational level, and it is generally discussed whether it is possible to reconcile and 
integrate supranational cooperation with democracy. The EU has evolved from being an 
economic collaboration among a few European countries to a political community 
between several countries. The question in this context is whether political cooperation 
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at a supranational level provides sufficient space for democracy to develop and become 
an integrated part of the European community.  
 
The European Union and the Democratic Deficit  
The question of a democratic deficit in the EU entails a question of democracy at a 
supranational level. The EU is a new subject for theories of legitimacy and poses 
fundamental challenges to the established concepts and principles of democratic theory 
(Føllesdal 1997:2). The voluntary integration of the European states has implied that a 
great deal of state policy is framed and limited by the European level due to shared 
competences of policy making (Hix & Høyland 2011:6). Thus, the sovereign state 
cannot remain the sole focus of normative reflection of democracy. The European 
influence on member states concerns economic, environmental and social politics, 
which recently were seriously expanded by the European Union’s handling of the Euro-
crisis (Wind et al. 2012:318p). In the integration process of the EU the question of 
democratic legitimacy has become increasingly important. If globalization creates a 
need for a supranational decision-making, it is important to ask on what ground 
legitimacy of supranational decisions is based.  
 
These changing structures pose a demand for a new understanding of democracy that 
can be applied to the EU. First the democratic challenges must be understood in relation 
to the EU institutions. The power in the EU is distributed among three main bodies: the 
Council of Ministers, the European Parliament, and the Commission (Føllesdal 1997:4). 
The structure of the EU as a political body is based on direct elections to the European 
Parliament and indirect elections to Council of Ministers, which various theorists have 
argued as sufficiently democratic (Moravcsik 2002; Majone 1998). Moravcsik states 
that the areas not being hold democratically accountable at EU level coincide with areas 
which are not even hold democratic accountable in the national contexts, as central 
banking, constitutional adjudication, and economic diplomacy (Moravcsik 2002:613). 
This understanding is founded in the tradition of representative democracy, where the 
existence of fair elections secures democratic legitimacy. 
 
Other scholars as Hix & Føllesdal (2006) have argued that there is a severe democratic 
deficit at EU level, mainly based in the absence of a European public debate, which 
undermines the legitimacy of elections; both in the context of direct elections to the 
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European Parliament and indirect elections to the Council. The role of the electoral 
competition at the EU level is considered particularly important, as it would provide EU 
citizens with competing political positions to choose from and thus enable them to make 
an informed choice during election periods (Hix & Føllesdal 2006:536p). They see the 
inadequate EU party system and the absence of a parliamentarian opposition at EU level 
as the greatest hindrance to the development of democracy at supranational level. Hix & 
Føllesdal continues by emphasizing that the EU agenda is rarely debated at election 
time – or at any other time. In relation to this, they also stress that the distance from 
voters to the EU is too great institutionally and psychologically (Hix & Føllesdal 
2006:537). The thoughts of Hix & Føllesdal can be related to a deliberative logic of 
democracy, where dialogue is seen as a key objective (Wind et al. 2012:266). In their 
perspective the democracy of the European Union must be further developed, which 
places them in opposition to Majone and Moravcsik. 
 
In the recent years, one of the most promoted strategies to decrease the democratic 
deficit has been to improve the European governance (Magnette 2003). According to 
Magnette the concept of governance is understood within the patterns of decision-
making, which takes place in a larger set of institutions including a broad range of 
actors and processes (Magnette 2003:1). In this study, the mentioning of governance 
will mainly refer to the increased inclusion of non-governmental actors, such as NGOs, 
in the decision making process. A further elaboration on the complex term of 
governance will be outlined in chapter 2. It is recognized by the EU, that the EU 
institutions need to enhance the cooperation with the civil society of Europe in order to 
increase civil participation in the democratic life of the EU (The European Commission 
2001:14p). The Commission enjoys the exclusive initiative of legal and political 
proposals in the EU (Føllesdal 1997:6). In the White Paper on European Governance 
from 2001, the European Commission emphasizes that the EU needs to follow a less 
top-down approach and seek to create better means for the civil society to get involved 
in the decisions-making process: 
 
“Civil society increasingly sees Europe as offering a good platform to change 
policy orientations and society. This offers a real potential to broaden the debate 
on Europe’s role. It is a chance to get citizens more actively involved in achieving 
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the Union’s objectives and to offer them a structured channel for feedback, 
criticism and protest.” (The European Commission 2001:15)  
 
Magnette (2003) argues that the proposals made in order to fulfill this objective are only 
focusing on a limited aspect of participation. This implies that the Commission will 
only succeed in including already organized groups in the decision-making process, but 
not the individual opinions of the European citizens (Magnette 2003). Delanty (1997) 
reinforce this view by arguing that it is unrealistic that the EU institutions will ever be 
capable of institutionalizing direct links with the citizens of Europe. Rather they should 
seek to create institutional space for collective citizens to obtain influence (Delanty 
1997:300). In that understanding NGOs and other groups, which represent different 
interests of the civil society, get to play a significant role in the democratic system of 
the European Union. In Delanty’s view, it is upon them to narrow the gap that has been 
created between the political decision-making and the citizens of the European countries 
(Delanty 1997:300).   
 
The new global order and challenges are forcing nation states to global and regional 
cooperation, which emphasizes the need of new conceptions and ways of facilitating 
public opinion to a higher level. Supranational decision must be made within a 
democratic frame, why supranational institutions cannot be separated from broad 
participation. Political participation should not only be the exercise of voting power but 
also a range of activities through which citizens have the possibility of influencing the 
political power. The presence of an institutional and political framework that permits 
broad civil participation and management of interests is a necessity. NGOs are a part of 
the civil society and are perceived as a possible democratic link between the citizens of 
Europe towards the supranational decision-making institutions of the EU. An example 
of this is the NGO Danish Society for a Living Sea (LS), who work with fisheries 
policies and development both at a national, regional, and supranational level, trying to 
gain access to the decision-making process in the EU. It is nevertheless not clear 
whether the conditions for the NGOs to act as a link to the EU are fulfilled.  
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This leads to the following research question: 
 
1.2 Research Question 
How are the procedures of access and communication between organized civil society 
and supranational institutions democratic, exemplified by Danish Society for a Living 
Sea and the European Union? 
 
1.2.1 Clarification of Research Question 
This study will thus investigate the NGO Danish Society for a Living Sea’s (LS) access 
to the policy-making processes in the European Union, which goes through various 
networks. A presentation of the NGO and our considerations in working with this 
particular NGO is presented in section 3.2. Furthermore, this study is based on the ideal 
of deliberative democracy by Jürgen Habermas, which focuses on the communicative 
structures between different actors. The ideal will be presented in chapter 4. This allows 
a critical analysis of the deeper structures in the democratic processes of decision-
making in the EU by relating the ideal to the conditions of access for LS. Thus, NGOs 
might make up for some of the democratic deficit in the EU, but it must be investigated 
through their possibility of access and communication. 
 
1.3 Clarification and Delimitation 
This study focuses on the relation between NGOs and the institutions of the European 
Union, why it does not aim to investigate the democratic deficit as a whole. 
Consequently, we do not examine the validity of the NGOs as representation for the 
individual citizens nor the civil society. We recognize that democracy entails 
dimensions, such as representativity and accountability, and reaches from each 
individual in the civil society to decision-making at EU level. However, this 
investigation does not aim to grasp the entire process and consequently concentrates on 
the access for the NGOs. In this study NGOs are not the same as civil society, but a part 
of what we conceive as the organized civil society. We perceive this to consist of two 
types of civil society organizations: those who work with providing service- or 
emergency aid and those who have a political focus. In this study the mentioning of 
NGOs will only relate to the latter. 
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Furthermore, we do not wish to identify the possibilities of influence by NGOs at 
European level, but mainly focuses on the possibility of access. The wish of the 
Commission to improve the cooperation between the civil society and the Commission, 
as mentioned above, is investigated with an emphasis on the possible access and will 
not identify the potential influence. Thus, this study also delimits itself from policy 
output and implementation strategies, since input is the only part of the policy-making 
process we investigate. Mainly the legitimacy of the input process is looked upon, why 
we delimit ourselves from the final policy formulation and possible influence on this.  
 
Magnette (2003), points out that the current democratic debate of the European level is 
divided into two strong positions arguing for indirect democratic accountability and 
direct democratic accountability, respectively. We do not wish to engage in this 
discussion, but rather investigate the possibilities of a more direct democracy between 
the EU institutions and the organized civil society.  
 
One of the classical elements in theory on democracy is the notion of representativity of 
the governed people in the governing institutions. This notion will not be the focus of 
this study, since our aim is to investigate the access of NGOs to the policy-making, and 
not whether the individual citizens are being represented in the institutions at EU level, 
nor if the NGOs represent every individual member.  
 
1.4 Structure of the Study 
Chapter 2 will outline the context of our field of study, where the term of governance 
and the EU as a legislating institution will be presented. This is done in order to clarify 
some main aspects and understandings on which we base the entire study.  
 
In chapter 3 we present our methodology, starting with our perspective on philosophy of 
science and how this affects our investigation and analysis. Afterwards follows a 
thorough explanation of the choice of method, interviewees, strategy for procession of 
empirical data, methodological reflection, and strategy of analysis. This is done to 
secure transparency towards this study’s findings.  
 
Chapter 4 is a presentation of the theoretical framework based on Habermas’ 
perspective on deliberative democracy. The chapter is constructed as an argument 
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leading to our understanding of deliberative democracy, built on Habermas’ basic 
concepts and democracy as an ideal. Habermas’ theoretical framework is massive, and 
our delimitations of his theory are outlined in 3.6. However, we seek in our presentation 
of the theoretical framework to encompass the relevant aspects of Habermas’ theory in 
order to fully understand his ideal of deliberative democracy. Last part of chapter 4 is 
the operationalization of our theoretical frame, in which we elaborate the relation 
between the deliberative democracy and the field of study. 
 
Chapter 5 presents the analysis of LS’ possibility to access and communicate with the 
European Union institutions. The analysis is constructed with a division of levels in 
mind, as the NGOs gain access to the European decision-making through different 
networks.  
 
In chapter 6 a discussion of the conclusions of the analysis will be conducted. This 
entails a discussion of the conditions for democracy at supranational level framed by the 
ideal of deliberative democracy. Further it reflects on the possibilities for procedures to 
legitimize democracy in supranational institutions.  
 
Finally, chapter 7 will conclude on our findings, followed by a reflection on our study 
and our methodology. Chapter 8 is a reflection on how the conclusions of the 
investigation can be related to the field of study.  
 
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
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The contextual frame of the research question is based on globalization and the 
democratic challenges regarding policy-making at a regional and supranational level. In 
this regard the concept of governance and the importance of new actors such as NGOs 
has come to play an important role. To understand the changing structures of 
international relations, i.e. organization of states, civil society, and supranational 
institutions, policy-making in a global context will be outlined in the following section. 
Furthermore relevant aspects of the policy-making process in the EU will be presented. 
 
2.1 Globalization  
This study is based on the significant expansion of international regulation during the 
recent years, which involves complex policies between states, civil society and 
international organizations (Held & McGrew 2007:138p). There is a debate on how to 
interpret these processes and whether they are evidence of globalization, increased 
integration between states in various regions, or other tendencies such as westernization 
(Held & McGrew 2007:138p; Delanty 2009:82pp). What is agreed upon across the 
specter of both skeptics and globalists is that: 
  
“… the battleground has become the entire globe, and the types as well as the 
number of participants have greatly expanded to include states, international 
organizations, and nongovernmental organizations.” (Held & McGrew 2007:139) 
 
This study is placed on the globalists side and acknowledges thereby that the processes 
of complex interconnections and interrelations between states and societies has rendered 
traditional, state-centered democratic theories of little use, since democratic theory:  
 
“ (…) is concerned with ‘what is going on’ in the political world and, thereby, 
with the nature and prospects of democracy…” (Held 1995:ix) 
 
Therefore it is necessary to take the processes of globalization, i.e. the “complex 
intermeshing of local, national and global relations and processes” into account (Held 
1995:ix). This entails a shift in the role of the state from that of a hierarchical governing 
through direct control, to governance where the state collaborates with many different 
GS-B, ISG! ! ROSKILDE UNIVERSITY!
  FALL 2013 
! 14 
types of actors in networks which cut across the public, private and voluntary sectors 
and operate across different levels of decision making (Jenson 2009:461).  
 
The interconnectedness thus indicates that policies by no mean only affects the state in 
which they are decided upon (Held 1995:17). This study’s research question must 
therefore be understood and investigated in the light of a globalized world with many 
actors affected by the implemented policies. In this regard non-governmental actors 
seek to impact the policies, why the access towards the decision-making institutions will 
be investigated. In this study the mentioning of implicated actors will not refer to all 
affected by specific policies but only the organized civil society in Europe, as this is the 
focus of the research question.  
2.1.1 Governance and Supranational Policy-making  
The governance term has become rather weak in its essence due to its popularity 
(Bogason 2009:126). The vantage point across theories of this term is a focus on the 
policy process rather than structural procedures (Bogason 2009:126). The investigation 
of the condition of democracy in governance is thus of increased importance due to the 
emergence of more and more supranational policy-making arenas, such as the UN, the 
WTO, the WHO and the trend for regional supranational collaborations, e.g. EU, 
ASEAN, and MERCOSUR. According to Held (1995) democracy seems to be the 
predominant ruling form in the world.  
 
Bogason states that there has been a general tendency towards a decline in participation 
in general elections in most nations and disillusionment with traditional types of politics 
(Bogason 2004:8). According to him this: 
 
“(…) coincides with the general tendency towards the weakening of the nation 
state in favor of supranational regimes like the E.U., the system of human rights 
and so on, and consequently there has been a certain hollowing out of the powers 
of national parliaments.” (Bogason 2004:8) 
 
The tendency towards more intra- and supranational organizations of states is 
challenging the traditional understanding of democracy based in the nation state 
(Bogason 2004:12). The EU started as a free trade agreement and has during the last 
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half a century developed into a highly complex supranational organization (Bogason 
2004:11). Therefore the EU has been chosen as the field of study in order to investigate 
democracy of supranational institutions. 
2.1.2 Civil Society’s Advocacy Work 
It is possible to argue that the European Commission is seeking to address the 
complexity of the EU policy process since they show a strong will in order to bring the 
civil society, mostly in the shape of NGOs, into the policy process. Among other things, 
this is evident in the White Paper on European Governance, as elaborated in section 1.1. 
The acknowledgement of the importance of channels of influence outside the 
parliamentary system undermines the old understanding of policy-making as based 
solely on the political institutions. In regard to governance in the EU, this study will 
focus on the advocacy work of organized civil society in the policy-making and not on 
the entire specter of lobbyism where the corporate sector is included. This delimitation 
is made due to the notion that the corporate lobbyism represents economic interests of 
specific enterprises and not the will of the civil society.  
 
2.2 The European Union 
Due to the complexity in the policy-making processes in the European Union, which 
contains various aspects of policy creation and complex power relations, the following 
section will discuss how EU in this study is seen as a supranational political system. We 
perceive three important aspects of the policy process in EU as important: sovereignty, 
constitution, and the decision-making, why these three will be elaborated. The question 
of sovereignty in the European Union will be related to the constitutional aspect, as EU 
does not apply to the traditional perception of sovereignty based on a constitution. The 
elaboration of these aspects has been selected due to the study’s theoretical focus on the 
processes of decision-making in the democratic procedures.  
 
2.2.1 Sovereignty and Constitution 
First of all, the development of the EU has been surrounded by a definition debate 
trying to conceive and categorize the EU system. Following Hix & Høyland (2011), we 
perceive the EU as a supranational political system as opposed to an international 
organization or a federal state. This definition includes (1) a stable and clearly defined 
set of institutions for collective decision-making, (2) citizens seeking to realize political 
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desires directly or indirectly through the political system, (3) collective decisions having 
a significant impact in the whole system, and (4) a continuous interaction between 
political outputs, new demands and further decision-making in the political system (Hix 
& Høyland 2011:12). Since the EU matches this definition, it can be described as a 
supranational political system whose political output affects a number of actors 
including the member states. The relation between the supranational institution of the 
EU and the national member states has generally been understood as a cede of 
sovereignty (Wind et al. 2012:371). In opposition to this, Wæver (1996) further 
develops the concept of sovereignty in order to describe developments within the EU. 
He argues that sovereignty is a form of power but the content of this form changes over 
time (Wæver 1996:116). Sovereignty stems from the recognition of a subject in the 
community of states. Yet the idea of sovereignty as actual full control is misleading 
since states always have been limited by other actors’ actions that has shaped the 
conditions of ruling. But sovereignty changes as the conditions reduce the concpet of 
sovereignty (Wæver 1996:116). Thus, the EU as a political system still consists of 
sovereign member states, but the political outcomes has a significant impact in the 
system.  
 
A constitution is generally related to a sovereign state. However, the European political 
system is based on several treaties, which the European Court of Justice (ECJ) as early 
as 1986 described as a ‘constitutional charter’ (Hix & Høyland 2011:83). The 
constitutional character of the treaties lies less in the founding treaties, than in the 
gradual constitutionalization of the further development of the EU system. The two 
central principles of this constitutional legislation is the direct effect, where national 
courts must uphold citizens’ rights created by the EU, and the EU law has supremacy in 
a given dispute with a national government (Hix & Høyland 2011:83pp). 
  
2.2.2 Decision-making Process  
The European decision-making has different institutional setups depending on the type 
of legislation. The main types of legislation discussed in this study are regulatory 
policies and expenditure policies (Hix & Høyland 2011:3). Regulatory policies are rules 
regarding free movement of capital, goods, persons, and services of the single market as 
well as harmonization, and thus regulation on production standard, competition policies, 
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and environmental legislation. Expenditure policies regulate the transfer of resources 
through the EU budget regarding the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), research 
policies, and development policies (Hix & Høyland 2011:3). The legislation of the EU 
is divided into four main groups: one where the competences lie exclusively with the 
member states, one in which the member states coordinate their policies, one where 
there exists shared competences between member states and the EU, and finally one 
where the EU has the exclusive competences (Hix & Høyland 2011:6). The EU has 
exclusive responsibility of policies in the areas of the Single Market, the EU budget and 
the Common Fishery Policy (Hix & Høyland 2011:6), why this study only relates to 
exclusive EU topics. This involves a supranational decision-making process where the 
Commission has monopoly on policy initiatives. The Commission consists of 28 
commissioners, one from each member state, appointed by the national governments 
and responsible for the collective greater good of the EU (Wind et al. 2012:95pp; EU-
oplysningen(a)). The policy proposal from the Commission is adopted through a 
bicameral procedure between the Council and the European Parliament, which was 
made the most ordinary legislative procedure with the Lisbon Treaty of 2010 (Hix & 
Høyland 2011:11). The Council is the gathering of all ministers from the member states 
on a certain topic. The European Council is the most powerful as it gathers all head of 
states. As part of the bicameral procedure the Council makes decisions by qualified 
majority voting (QMV), where each seat of the Council is appointed votes according to 
the size of the population of the national country (EU-oplysningen(b)). The European 
Parliament has 766 members (MEPs), who are elected directly by the European citizens 
(European Parliament). Both the Parliament and the Council can make an amendment to 
policy proposals, and can after three readings approve a proposal (Wind et al. 
2012:123). If the Commission and Parliament have troubles agreeing on a proposal they 
can meet in direct negotiation, while the European Parliament have the right to dismiss 
a proposal (Wind et al. 2012:123). The approved legislation is directly effective and 
supreme over national law enforced by the European Court of Justice (Hix & Høyland 
2011:6).   
 
Consequently, the non-governmental actors seeking access to the decision-making 
process of the European Union must relate to these three institutions. The decision-
making process of the EU has been modified and reformed in each new treaty, latest 
seen in the Lisbon Treaty of 2010 (Hix & Høyland 2011:11). The Lisbon Treaty granted 
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the European Parliament with extensive power, as it became a part of the ordinary 
procedure (Wind et al. 2012:124). This change in power between the EU institutions has 
implied a shift in the focus of civil society trying to impact EU legislation.   
 
!
!
!
!
!
!
! !
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3.1 Philosophy of Science 
3.1.1 The Emancipatory Interest  
Based on the critical theoretical approach of this study, the focus is to make a critical 
investigation of the relationship between organized civil society, exemplified by NGOs, 
and decision-making in the European Union. This section further outlines the ontology 
and epistemology of this study, in order to explain the emancipatory interest embedded 
in this study’s research question. 
 
The EU Commission has explicated the role of NGOs in the process of policymaking as 
a way of diminishing the democratic deficit in the EU, cf. 1.1. The Commission 
attempts to bring the civil society closer to the EU institutions and the policy-making by 
institutionalization of the communication processes with NGOs. However this 
communication needs to be scrutinized in order to establish an understanding of 
whether the democratic deficit in the EU can be solved through the institutionalization 
of the communication. The investigation and evaluation of the role of NGOs in the 
decision-making process in the EU will thus necessarily be based upon an idea about 
what is democratic. This implies a need for a discussion of democracy itself. The 
relevance of such a discussion is the implication of a belief that there is a social reality. 
We shall therefore not concern ourselves with a discussion of whether there exists a real 
world. Thus, we have a realistic, positivist ontology and believe that the social reality 
exist, have an impact upon people, and that it can be changed (Juul 2012:319). This 
further implies that a radical constructivist position, which focuses on the social 
construction of reality, will not be applied (Pedersen 2012:188). This study is a critical 
investigation of the organized civil society’s accessibility in the policy-making in an 
existing reality. It seeks to expose the hidden structures in the relations between NGOs 
and the process of decision-making, thus there is an immanent emancipatory interest, 
i.e. liberation potential in the critical analysis of NGOs democratic access to the 
European Union (Højbjerg 2007:335). The investigation is conducted through thorough 
processing of qualitative empirical material collected on different levels of the process 
towards the decision-making. Furthermore, it is based on examination of procedures and 
communication between the NGO Danish Society for a Living Sea, networks, and the 
EU institutions. Our epistemological approach is post-positivistic, which entails that we 
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gain knowledge of the social reality and needs to be critical towards this reality and 
illuminate it in order to reach the emancipatory potential (Juul 2012:323).  
3.1.2 Knowledge and Interest 
The question is how to illuminate the institutionalized possibilities for NGOs to access 
the decision-making in the EU in a critical way that is academically applicable and 
valid. To answer this question it is essential to define the relationship between is and 
ought to be in the social sciences, why this is the focus of the following section.  
 
This division in science is created as a reaction to the positivist idea that the scientist 
can be objective in all aspects of his research and therefore only operates with is 
(Habermas 1971:303). Some argue that positivist epistemology is not applicable or at 
least should be debated in the social sciences since these are concerned with the 
complexity of humans and human relations (Fuglsang & Olsen 2007:10p). In this 
respect it is important to establish the relationship between knowledge and interest to be 
able to reach valid social science. 
 
In the article Knowledge and Human Interest: A General Perspective (1971) Habermas 
discusses the relationship between knowledge and interest. He argues that this 
relationship is based on the nature of human beings, where knowledge and is are the 
same and interest and ought to be are the same, and intertwined in social science 
(Habermas 1971). Therefore there is not a distinction in the relationship between is and 
ought to be, since they are both based in the nature of human beings. He argues that the 
concept of sciences, being knowledge-constitutive of human interests, already joins the 
elements of knowledge and interest:  
 
“From everyday experience we know that ideas serve often enough to 
furnish our actions with justifying motives in place of the real ones.” 
(Habermas 1971:311) 
 
This means that we often justify our actions with believed interests, instead of the real 
ones that are often not realized:  
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“In both cases the manifest content of statements is falsified by 
consciousness’ unreflected tie to interests, despite its illusion of 
autonomy.” (Habermas 1971:311) 
 
Habermas thus argues that there will be some implicit interests on all levels of 
rationalization, and therefore there cannot be real objectivity and knowledge free of 
interest. That the sciences have sought to establish routines so as to counter the 
influence of this subjectivity of opinion is only half of the solution. The nature of 
objectivity itself is the other half of the problem. Objectivity itself will at all times be 
defined through rationalization that has itself been object to interests; the logic of 
inquiry itself is object to interest and one can become aware of this yet never deem itself 
truly free of interest (Habermas 1971:311p). Habermas concludes that we shall come to 
terms with the metalogical necessity of interests, and that the only way to overcome the 
objectivist ideas of science is by being the exact opposite of objective (Habermas 
1971:316). It is by demonstrating the relationship between knowledge and interest that 
objectivism is eliminated since objectivism is no longer the goal, as it is impossible to 
achieve (Habermas 1971:316). The explicit notion of the emancipatory interest of this 
study is thus to overcome the false idea of objectivity in positivist studies, by 
explicating a normative ideal. This normative ideal is necessary in order to clarify the 
relation between knowledge and interest, and thus reach valid science.  
 
In this regard, science should not just interpret the world but contribute to changing it 
(Juul 2012:321), why scientist should work with a normatively anchored critique of 
society, and where the social reality is criticized in the light of a normative ideal (Juul 
2012:336). Thus this project needs to establish a normative ideal based on an immanent 
normative critique of the established reality (Nielsen 2010:341), in order to scrutinize 
the democratic relations and communication between organized civil society and 
institutions at supranational levels. This study will be based on critical theory, since we 
consider criticism the best way for science to explicate the true relationship between 
knowledge and interest (Juul 2012:321). Furthermore, we will use Habermas’ ideal to 
criticize the reality.  
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3.1.3 The Nature of the Normative 
In order to mirror the reality and thereby expose the structures in relation to our field of 
investigation, we need to gain an understanding of the normative and why it is 
important in this particular study, which will be the focus of this section.  
 
Critical theory is epistemologically based upon the conviction that the social science 
shall be critical and that the critique should be able to be traced back to and founded in a 
real, not theoretical, emancipatory interest (Juul 2012:323). It is by holding the critical 
normative ideal up above the social reality as a critical mirror that the state of 
democracy can be judged, and the critique of the actual condition can be discussed to 
argue where the reality does not correlate to the ideal (Juul 2012:333p).  
 
The normative ideal, upon which the emancipatory potential is based, is of great 
importance for a critical theoretical analysis and therefore the grounding of this 
normativity needs to be discussed and explicated. This study subscribes to Habermas’ 
foundation of the normative element in a linguistic philosophy, opposed to other critical 
theorists, like Honneth who bases the normative in concrete human experience (Juul 
2012:337). This is done since we are interested in the structures or processes for ideal 
democracy, and not in people’s experience of recognitions in the democratic institution 
of the European Union.    
 
Habermas’ theory is a procedural model for decision-making that says a lot about how 
the decisions shall be reached but nothing about which decisions should be reached. 
According to Habermas this would be authoritarian (Juul 2012:332). He argues that the 
democratic state needs just procedures for decision-making and conflict resolution in 
order for different groups to live together under the same laws even if they should 
disagree on the normative ideals of the society (Juul 2012:332). This aspect of his 
theory will be elaborated in a later section concerning the theoretical framework, cf. 
chapter 4. Consequently, this study focuses its research question on the process and 
communication at supranational levels, exemplified by the European Union, based on 
Habermas’ procedural ideal, instead of concrete methods to minimize the democratic 
deficit. 
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3.1.4 Methodological Implications of Normativity 
The research question implies a focus on the democratic processes in the European 
Union, based on the dialectic coherence between the part and the unity. This is 
exemplified by LS’s access to the EU in relation to the broader picture of organized 
civil society in institutions at a supranational level. The analysis will thus take its 
starting point in the part and consistently reflect upon its relation to the unity (Nielsen 
2010:340). According to the critical theoretical approach we further seek to analyze the 
real and the possible meanings, described by Habermas as the manifested and the latent 
(Nielsen 2010:352). In this study we will mirror the manifested meanings, based on the 
collected empirical data, in the normative ideal of the deliberative democracy based on 
Habermas’ critical theory.  
 
According to Nielsen (2010), critical theory in general does not present a specific 
methodology for collecting data, but there are no contradictions between critical theory 
and concrete empirical studies (Nielsen 2010:342). Habermas’ critical theory is not 
based on empirical studies, since it is a linguistic philosophy, and he does not elaborate 
on the method to collect data about the manifested meanings. However we have used a 
concrete methodological approach and collected empirical data using semi-structured 
interviews. The premise on which we base the dialogue between our theoretical 
reflection, the research question and the empirical data is of great importance (Nielsen 
2010:342), why our empirical data is directed towards an understanding of process 
through interviews and is to be mirrored in our normative ideal in the analysis.  
 
To sum up, this study is based on critical theory and uses the theories by Habermas in 
order to mirror the reality into the normative ideal for communication and relations 
between organized civil society and institutions at supranational levels, exemplified by 
the NGO Danish Society for a Living Sea and the European Union. It will be 
investigated through the use of qualitative interviews with selected key actors from the 
field. 
 
3.2. Selection and Presentation of Interviewees 
In order to uncover the process and access to the decision-making in the EU, a mapping 
of the different paths NGOs can follow in their pursuit to the EU system is important. 
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This section will contain an overview and presentation of the interviewees, and a 
reflection of why they are included in our investigation. 
 
Our focal point is the small NGO Danish Society for a Living Sea (LS). The selection of 
the qualitative data is based on fixed purposive sampling (Bryman 2012:418), as it is 
selected for a specific purpose: to illuminate an NGOs access to the EU institutions. We 
chose to investigate a small NGO on the assumption that it has fewer capacities and 
resources than a larger NGO, thus it is assumed that a small NGO has more difficulties 
in obtaining access at EU level. Thereby the possibilities for a small NGO can be 
argued to apply to the larger ones as well. The choice of LS as focal point is made for 
several reasons; first, LS aim at impacting the legislation at the supranational level of 
EU. Secondly, the investigation of an NGO’s access to the EU is made from the NGO’s 
point of view in order to obtain knowledge of their understanding of the opportunities to 
gain access to the EU system. Thirdly, we chose to use only one NGO as our focal 
point, since an analysis of several NGOs would be too comprehensive due to the 
complexity of the EU system. In order to understand how LS seek access, we made an 
explorative interview. This contributed to a further understanding of the field, where it 
was emphasized that being part of a network is essential in order to gain access to the 
EU. It should be noted that the networks described by LS consist of an association, an 
advisory council, and networks, but will be referred to as networks in the entire study, 
regardless of their function. The investigated networks are thus chosen on the basis of 
LS’ description of working within these networks in obtaining access to the EU. These 
networks are Seas at Risk, LDRAC, Concord Denmark and Concord Europe. The 
following table provides an overview of the interviewees from LS and the networks we 
have been in contact with in our investigation. Furthermore, it gives a brief presentation 
of each network and their relation to LS.  
 
Name of network Interviewee Type of network Relation to LS  
Danish Society for 
a Living Sea (LS) 
Erik Bjørn Olsen, 
cashier. 
NGO working for a 
healthy marine 
environment. 
Based in Denmark. 
 
Concord Denmark Laust Gregersen, Network for LS is a member. 
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head of secretary. 
 
 
 
development 
organizations. A 
part of Concord 
Europe. Based in 
Denmark. 
Concord Europe Sarah Kristine 
Johansen, policy 
officer.  
European NGO 
confederation for 
relief and 
development. 
Based in Brussels. 
LS is a member 
through Concord 
Denmark. 
Seas At Risk 
(SAR) 
Björn Stockhausen, 
policy officer. 
Association for 
NGOs in Europe. 
Based in Brussels. 
LS is a member. 
Olsen is a member 
of the board. 
Long Distance 
Regional Advisory 
Council (LDRAC) 
Carlos Aldereguía, 
general secretary. 
 
Advisory council 
established by the 
European 
Commission. 
Based in Madrid.  
LS is a member of 
all working groups. 
 
Model 1: Presentation of Networks  
 
It must be noted that there are some inconsistencies in the categorization of the 
interviewees. SAR is a member of the Executive Committee and several of the working 
groups in LDRAC (Seas At Risk (a)). Stockhausen from SAR does not relate much to 
the fact that a great part of SAR’s access to the EU Commission goes through LDRAC. 
Furthermore, Concord Europe consists of both national platforms and international 
organizations (Concord Europe). This study will not include the international 
organizations since LS’ membership of Concord Europe is obtained trough the national 
platform of Concord Denmark. A notable difference between the networks included in 
our empirical data is the key issues, which they are funded upon. Where LS, SAR and 
LDRAC work with issues of marine life and fisheries policy, Concord addresses the 
issue of development. Thus, the networks do not seek access to the same policies and 
issues in the European Union.  
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3.2.1 Network Mapping 
The relations between LS and the networks are outlined in the following model. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Model 2: Network Mapping 
 
 
3.3 Semi-structured Interviews 
The following section will establish our use of semi-structured interviews. The 
empirical data of this study have been collected through semi-structured interviews 
(Kristensen 2010:282; Bryman 2012:471). This is done in order to collect information 
about the interviewees, but also to make room for the interviewees to contribute with 
unforeseen aspects of the study. 
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In order to reach an understanding of LS’ and networks’ access to the EU, we use both 
exploratory and an in-depth interviews as defined by Kristensen (2010). The 
exploratory interview is needed in order to understand the structures and work methods 
of LS and the networks they collaborate with. Elements of this type of interview are 
present in all of the interview guides. The exploratory elements provide a deeper 
knowledge of the NGOs’ possibilities to access the EU system, but are supplemented by 
information from webpages and literature. The in-depth questions are asked in order to 
investigate the uncovered ways of access to EU. The interviews are structured around 
specific issues selected on the basis of the study’s prior understanding and knowledge of 
the field (Kvale & Brinkmann 2009:44). This structure leaves room for creating new 
understandings through the interaction with the interviewees (Juul 2012:127). Thereby 
there is a possibility for uncovering other ways of access and discover if certain ways 
are emphasized more than others.  
 
In regard to this study, we have conducted two interviews with LS. The first interview 
serves an exploratory purpose by mapping the NGO’s channels to access the European 
Union and is seen as starting point for the rest of the data collection. The second 
interview with LS was in-depth in order to investigate the advantages and disadvantages 
in their connections with networks.  
3.3.1 Critique of Interviews 
This section will reflect on the possible source of errors concerning the interviews, 
which can affect the conclusion of this study.  
 
It is important to be aware of the setting of the interview, whether it takes place in a 
confortable and recognizable environment, if the conversation is formal or informal, and 
if there is a timeframe of the interview. Due to the geographical distance to the 
interviewees working in Brussels (SAR, LDRAC) and Jutland (LS), four of the 
interviews were conducted on Skype or Webex. Though we were aware of the 
importance of a quiet setting and a good-quality recording during the interview, the 
communication still suffered some defects. In some of the interviews it was not possible 
to use webcam, furthermore the sound and Internet connection were problematic, which 
means that the following transcriptions of the interview contains faults due to lack of 
sound. By using Skype it can be difficult to establish a comfortable situation, which 
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encourages the interviewee to be more open and talkative. Another obstacle was the 
language barrier, since two of the Skype interviews were conducted in English. In the 
case of SAR and LDRAC neither the interviewees nor the interviewer has English as 
their first language, which increase the possibilities for misunderstandings during the 
interview.  
 
3.4 Interview Guide  
The following section will explain the reflections, which was made in order to structure 
the direction of the interviews. This was done through the use of interview guides, 
which are a basic tool of the semi-structured interview (Bryman 2012:471). Kvale & 
Brinkmann (2009) provide the composition of the guides. They are divided into three 
columns: topics, relevance for the investigation, and explicit questions. With this 
structure the interviewer has an overview of the general flow to navigate more easily 
through the topics. Furthermore, it allows the interviewer to pursue the answers of the 
interviewee if he or she starts following an unpredicted path, which the interviewer still 
finds essential to pursue.   
 
The first column indicates the topics, which are based on the interest of this study: the 
NGO and network’s access to the EU. The second column concerns the relevance of the 
questions in regard to the entire investigation. Finally, the third column contains the 
interview questions. There are two kinds of questions: black and grey. The black 
questions are the main questions, and the grey are the supporting questions, in case the 
interviewer feels that the interviewee needs to elaborate on his or hers answers. The 
interview guides can be found in the appendix for consultation on the premise for our 
qualitative data (Appendix 1-6).       
 
3.5 Strategy for Processing of Empirical Data  
In this section the processing of the interviews will be described. First the 
methodological implications in the use of transcription will be explained. Then there 
will be a description of the strategy for the coding of the interviews, followed by a 
discussion of the consequences of such an analysis of the empirical material.  
 
Given the amount of empirical material and the normative approach of this study it is 
essential to secure the complexity in the material and that the study is true to what the 
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interviewees express. This has given rise to the use of a thematic analysis of the data, 
yet this approach to qualitative data analysis can be conducted in many different ways 
(Bryman 2012:578). However, the method used in this study draws on the approach 
described by Kristensen (2010), which is elaborated in the following sections.  
3.5.1 Strategy of Transcription 
We have transcribed the interviews on the basis of a wish to maintain the complexity of 
the empirical data (Bryman 2012:482). They have been transcribed in full since we want 
to minimize the risk of immediate analysis of the data in the selection process of a 
partial transcript (Kristensen 2010:289). The selection process always constitutes the 
danger of leaving out important details that is not necessarily included in the themes on 
which the partial transcription is based (Kristensen 2010:289). Emotions and mumbling 
has been left out of the transcript since the aim of this project is not to make a discourse 
analysis but to investigate the structures. The interviews in Danish have been translated 
to English when quoted in this study. The concrete method applied for transcribing is 
attached as Appendix 7. 
3.5.2 Thematic Analysis 
This study’s approach to analysis of the data is build upon an idea that there are themes 
that cut across the interviews (Kristensen 2010:289). The analysis is focused on selected 
themes, which are compared across the transcribed interviews. It is based upon an idea 
that it is necessary to understand the part in relation to the unity (Kristensen 2010:289). 
The part, being each quote and extraction, will be analyzed in connection to the 
interview as a whole, but also in connection to the other quotes and extractions on the 
same theme from the other interviews. The importance of the dialectic relationship is 
seen in the focus of the cross readings of the data, and the goal with this analysis is to 
create an understanding of the entity of every theme. 
 
This kind of thematic analyzes consists of four distinct yet overlapping phases: 1) 
coding, 2) meaning condensations of each theme in every interview, 3) comparisons and 
summaries a cross the interviews and 4) the final analysis and answer to the research 
question (Kristensen 2010:290). According to Kristensen the first phases in the analysis 
are based on the interviewees’ point of view (Kristensen 2010:290). This implicates a 
need to keep the interviewees’ perspectives and meanings about the content. The 
complexity of the empirical data is thus secured, which makes the critical investigation 
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of the complex and hidden structures in the social reality possible without simplifying 
the data to fit the theoretical point of view. The final analysis starts when the data has 
been thoroughly processed (Kristensen 2010:290). This fits the critical theoretical 
position of this study where the social world needs to be illuminated in order to see 
where and how it differs from the normative theoretical ideal of democracy.  
 
3.5.2.1 Strategy for Coding  
The first step in the thematic analysis is coding the interviews. The codes used in this 
study were developed in respect to an abductive reasoning (Bryman 2012:401). They 
are founded in three parts: in the general understanding of this study’s field as it is 
presented in the study’s first two chapters, the topics of the interview guides, and in the 
primary knowledge gained in the interview situations. From this we reached the 
following codes: 
 
• Stakeholders 
• Resources and capacity 
• Fair procedures 
• Communication 
• Agenda-setting 
• Informal/institutionalized contact  
(Appendix 14) 
 
This kind of coding enhances the possibility of gaining a structure and an overview of 
the entire empirical data (Kvale 1996:199). This structuring is especially relevant given 
the in-depth and semi-structured nature of the interviews where the conversations often 
exceeded the interview guide, cf. section 3.3.1.  
 
The use of coding in analyzing the collected empirical data has often been criticized for 
simplifying and fragmenting the empirical data resulting in a simplification of the 
analysis (Bryman 2012:578). The use of coding is in this particular study not based 
upon an idea of quantifying and counting the themes seen in the data (Kvale 1996:199) 
in order to simplify the complexity of the social reality. Rather the aim is to keep the 
interviews as “thick descriptions” (Torfing 2004:73), i.e. maintaining their complexity. 
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The themes are therefore processed according to their relevance for answering the 
research question and not for their quantity. The quantity of representations of a theme 
is of no importance, whereas the identifiable similarities and differences in the 
interviews concerning each code are of real importance and is what will be analyzed 
upon.  
 
According to Torfing (2004) the process of coding is closely linked to interpretation 
(Torfing 2004:77). It is not possible to code a document without making an immediate 
interpretation of the relevance of the specific quote. The process of coding thus entails 
threats to the validity of the analysis of the empirical data. 
  
These critiques of the use of coding are sought countered in this study by keeping the 
codes rather broad and inclusive. Furthermore, the focus on the interviewees’ point of 
view has been sought kept throughout the coding, and there has been emphasis on the 
possibility of new themes to appear from reading the material. According to Kristensen 
it is likely that there might appear themes that are not included in the codes but still 
seem to have relevance for answering the research question (Kristensen 2010:291). 
When coding, the focus is on themes that ‘stand aside’, seem important, and which 
cannot be fitted into any of the former codes. The relevance of these themes can be 
investigated through cross readings of the empirical data, while coding after a new 
theme. This process can enhance the precision and the nuances in the empirical data 
(Kristensen 2010:291). In this study it has manifested itself in the development of the 
code Resources and Capacity (Appendix 14).  
 
The codes have been explained, making a review of the analysis possible, which 
increases the reliability of the study (Kvale 1996:209). The internal consistency of the 
study can be enhanced by this explanation since it makes mutual examination possible 
despite different interpretations, when multiple persons are coding the empirical data 
(Kvale 1996:208). Disagreements have been sought resolved through debate of the 
interpretation and the understanding of the different codes, which can be seen in the 
Appendix 14.  
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3.5.2.2 Meaning Condensations  
The coding process is a complex work, which can result in the loss of context and the 
interviewees’ own sense of meaning (Kristensen 2010:291). To prevent this, there have 
been conducted meaning condensations of all codes in all interviews. According to 
Kvale (1996) the advantages of using meaning condensations when coding qualitative 
data, is that they ensure a certain loyalty in the exposition of the interviewees 
understanding of self and surroundings (Kvale 1996:194). These condensations are 
descriptive and founded in the interviewees’ point of view and we have aimed not to 
interpret, by staying faithful to the interviewees’ narratives.   
 
Thereby the use of meaning condensation can be seen as a control mechanism ensuring 
that the complexity in the interviews and in the codes is not lost (Kristensen 2010:291). 
There has thus been written meaning condensations of every code of every interview. 
By only condensing the meaning of each interview the complexity of the themes would 
be lost, while condensing the meaning of each code but across all interviews would 
result in loss of complexity in the meanings concerning each code. 
 
3.6 Choice of Theory 
This section will outline the reflections made in connection to the choice of using 
Habermas’ deliberative democracy as the theoretical foundation of the study. It will thus 
be a discussion of which theoretical vantage points could have been used to analyze the 
data.  
3.6.1 Aim of the Research Question 
The aim of the research question is to investigate the procedures of access and 
communication for the organized civil society at a supranational level. The focus of this 
study is thus on the procedural aspect of decision-making. A policy analysis would thus 
not be applicable as this neither evaluates the implementation of the concrete policy nor 
analyzes what actors have had influence on the specific outcome (Hill 2005:5). 
Habermas’ democratic ideal is on the other hand based on a procedural approach, which 
addresses the processes of decision-making from various angles (Habermas 1996). His 
ideal is thus not focused on the value of the policy outcome nor the implementation of 
this, but rather on the legitimacy of the procedures in which the policy has been reached 
(Eriksen & Weigård 2003b:23). Furthermore, the focus on how procedures are 
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democratic raises the question of what is democratic and where the legitimacy of 
democracy stems from. As an example, Aristotle perceives that the legitimacy of a 
democracy stems from political solutions, which secure the common good of the 
society, and not from the procedure (Eriksen & Weigård 2003b:24). In contrast, this 
study’s focus on the procedures will therefore apply a fundamentally different belief of 
legitimacy in democracies. In the deliberative democracy the legitimacy of a decision is 
based on the procedure of the decision-making process. This will thus allow a focus on 
access rather than influence.  
 
3.6.2 Access as Power 
Since access to decision-making can be perceived as a struggle between interests, the 
field could have been investigated with a power perspective emphasizing the competing 
interests, asymmetrical relations in bargaining situations, or economic influences. In the 
reading of the empirical data it became obvious that the interviewees focused on the 
balance of power when talking about the lobbying business in the European Union. A 
study of power relations in decision-making would have been applicable. Weber’s ideas 
of the relations of power in connection to authority rule, where the exercise of power 
must be based on a legitimate order, would be relevant (Månson 2007:100). His 
understanding of power struggles could therefore be applied in order to understand the 
complexity of gaining impact on the EU policy-making. Weber’s emphasis on how to 
solve the fundamental problems in democracies through bureaucratization could 
furthermore have been used in discussing the procedures of decision-making (Månson 
2007:97pp). Yet the research question focuses on the civil society’s access to the 
procedures of decision-making and contains an emancipatory interest, which is not 
found in Weber’s bureaucratic perspective.  
 
Weber further develops two understandings of rationality, underlining the process from 
a traditional rationalization of value-based arguments to the modern rationalization of 
strategic, goal-based arguments (Månson 2007:107). Thus, Weber conceives that the 
technical and strategic development of rationalization continues, while Habermas 
emphasizes the conflicting process of civil society influencing on the system (Eriksen & 
Weigård 2003b:157). This study aim to investigate how the organized civil society can 
access supranational decision-making processes, why Habermas’ approach is more 
applicable.  
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3.6.3 Media as Communication 
Habermas has recently been arguing for an increased political integration as a solution 
to the euro-crisis of 2008 (Wind et al. 2012:264; Habermas 2012, August 7). The choice 
to apply Habermas’ understanding of deliberative democracy is based on a wish for a 
communicative perspective, emphasizing not only the institutionalized access, but also 
the continuation of interest all the way through the decision-making procedure. 
However, Habermas’ writings concerning the European Union and democracy have 
mostly addressed the non-existing public debate (Habermas 2012, August 7; Habermas 
2001). Since the subject of this study has a rather different approach, with the aim to 
examine the procedural, institutionalized access for NGOs, we have not included these 
writings.  
 
3.7 Methodological Reflections 
The following section reflects upon the consequences of our methodological choices. 
Since our empirical data is qualitative interviews, it could be perceived as a problematic 
basis for our investigation, as it only gives access to subjective perspectives. We 
recognize that our interviewees provide a subjective point of view and can therefore not 
be said to represent the entire network. Further, it is recognize that the actors in our 
investigation have a professional and political approach to their function as networks. 
Thus the empirical data must be seen in regard to the interviewees’ potential wish to 
promote the function of their network, i.e. the facilitation of access to EU level. 
Furthermore, the interviewees from Concord Denmark and Concord Europe have an 
intertwined relation, as both Johansen and Gregersen are involved in Concord Denmark 
and Concord Europe at the same time. Johansen is employed by Concord Denmark, but 
currently works in Concord Europe, while Gregersen is employed in Concord Denmark 
and also has a function as Chair in the PCD working group of Concord Europe 
(Appendix 15). This relation affects the empirical material since both interviewees have 
trouble answering exclusively according to Concord Denmark or Concord Europe.  
 
Furthermore, the study’s restricted view on the organized civil society can be criticized, 
as the views of the administration in the EU have not been included. It can be argued 
that the study would have concluded differently by including representation from the 
system of the EU as well. However, the aim of the study was not to expose 
inconsistencies in perceptions of the system, but rather to identify problematic 
GS-B, ISG! ! ROSKILDE UNIVERSITY!
  FALL 2013 
! 36 
procedures from the NGOs’ point of view. We thus recognize that the study is founded 
on the subjective views of the NGOs and that this entails a one-sided perception of how 
the relationship between the organized civil society and the EU institutions is. However, 
this method is put into use since we wish to investigate the procedures from the actors’ 
perception of the process. Additionally, the diversity and complexity in regard to our 
research question is believed to be valid to investigate through qualitative interviews 
with key actors, as our focus lies on whether or not the frame for communication 
between NGOs and EU decision-making is institutionalized appropriately. This study 
wishes to keep the possibility of uncovering informal approaches open, and these would 
not be presented in formal documents on the procedures. Thus, it would not be possible 
to investigate the research question through the sole use of formal documents, as formal 
documents do not entail the informal communication in the process. However, it is 
recognized that a thorough investigation of formal documents would have been a 
beneficial supplement in order to understand the procedures for access and 
communication. 
 
As stated in section 3.1, this study has a normative approach when investigating our 
field of study. However, the normative approach can be criticized of being too 
subjective and of using an ideal that is impossible to reach and so is irrelevant to use in 
science. As we conceive interest to be an inseparable part of knowledge, this critique is 
not acknowledged. Yet, we recognize that the social science as such is validated on 
different grounds. Further, the ideal of deliberative democracy is critized by other 
critical theory scholars. Axel Honneth emphasizes that Habermas’ theoretical 
framework lacks a foundation in social reality (Juul 2012:338). In contrast, Honneth 
argues that an ideal should be founded in the social reality of pre-scientific human 
experience (Juul 2012:337). We thus recognize that Habermas’ ideal is not bound in 
human experience, but rather in linguistic philosophy on ideal human communication 
(Juul 2012:337).  
 
Further, Habermas has been criticized for oversimplifying reality by drawing a sharp 
line between the lifeworld and communicative action on the one hand and the system 
and strategic rationality on the other (Eriksen & Weigård 2003a:107). This study has 
further simplified Habermas’ theory by exclusively focusing on the institutional core of 
civil society, NGOs, and not the media’s role or the private sphere. Furthermore, we 
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have used his theory on an even more complex reality by applying the state-centered 
theory on a supranational level. However, this study’s focus is exclusively on defining 
whether the procedures for the engagement of NGOs in the EU is problematic in order 
for them to be a part of democratic legitimization of the EU institutions. The focus on 
evaluating actual procedures in the light of how the ideal procedures should be is thus 
only applying a part of the theorem. This study thus deliberately chooses not to evaluate 
the entire EU system. Hence, the ideal of deliberative democracy is utilized as an 
instrument to identify problems in the institutional setup of the EU system, but is not 
perceived as an explanation of the reality. 
 
3.8 Structure of the Analysis 
The structure of the analysis is based on the NGOs’ practice of organizing themselves in 
networks. This practice creates two levels in the process towards accessing the decision-
making of the EU institutions; from LS to networks and from networks to the EU. The 
analysis has been structured around the two levels in order to identify where the 
empirical data is not in accordance with the democratic ideal. Furthermore, the analysis 
distinguishes between access and agenda-setting in both levels in the decision-making 
process. This is done since we recognize the difference between gaining access to the 
decision-making process and actually being able to participate in the communication 
within the process. We base our understanding of an ideal democracy at supranational 
level on the notion that both the access and the possibility for impacting on the 
legislation are essential for the NGOs.     
 
We have deliberately approached the investigation of this study from three different 
perspectives with the intention to process the data from various angles. As mentioned, 
the first perspective regards the networks as entities, which structure our collection of 
data. Secondly our handling of the empirical data is based on a thematic coding. Finally, 
our analysis is divided into two levels in order to cover the NGOs level-based approach 
towards the EU. The investigation entails several perspectives in order to cover the 
majority of interesting aspects, accepting that a single perspective could miss essential 
important aspects of our empirical data. 
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The theoretical foundation of this study is based on Jürgen Habermas’ theory of the 
deliberative democracy. The following chapter will present aspects of his theoretical 
work, which are seen as relevant in the investigation of the research question.  
 
Habermas has influenced much of the recent research in the democratic field (Eriksen & 
Weigård 2003a:112). In his book Between Facts and Norms from 1996 he presents a 
normative theory of the deliberative democracy and the possibilities of democracy in 
complex societies. Habermas' theory on democracy is a democratic ideal based on 
communicative action, which is his all-compassing ideal of human interaction. Both 
will be elaborated in the following sections. In this study, Habermas’ deliberative 
democracy must be understood as a normative ideal that should mirror the structures of 
the society, cf. 3.1. Habermas was not the first theorist to interpret deliberative 
democracy, but he has elaborated the concept with a stronger emphasis on civil society 
and communication than previous theorists (Eriksen & Weigård 2003a:112). His theory 
is thereby consistent with the aim of this study, which focuses on the conditions of 
access for NGOs in the EU. Habermas refers to his democratic ideal as Discourse 
Theory in Between Facts and Norms (1996), but due to possible confusion with 
discourse analytical approaches, it will only be referred to as deliberative democracy. 
Thereby, the term deliberative democracy will only refer to Habermas’ understanding 
and interpretation of this concept and not other theorists’. 
 
Habermas’ theory on deliberative democracy is useful in the investigation of NGOs’ 
access to the decision-making process of the EU for three main reasons. First, 
Habermas’ focus on encompassing the complexity of a modern society in his ideal is 
essential since our field of research is the supranational institution of the European 
Union. A supranational institution is bound to contain diversity in cultures, languages 
and values. A theoretical investigation of such an object must therefore be able to 
handle this complexity. Habermas’ (1996) attention to the complexity of modern 
societies also makes his theory applicable in the framework of this study, which is the 
changing structures of globalization, cf. 2.1. Secondly, in Habermas’ theory there is a 
broader understanding of the democratic system as opposed to other theoretical 
traditions that concentrates on single aspects of democracy, cf. 4.2. In this regard, the 
deliberative democratic ideal is not only focused on elections and representation, but 
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also entails a necessary aspect of impact from the civil society. This study investigates 
the organized civil society’s access to the decision-making arena, which is perceived as 
a necessary supplement to the representativeness. Consequently, representative 
democracy theorists with a sole focus on representation and elections as Robert Dahl, 
Joseph Schumpeter or Edmund Burke are not suitable (Heywood 2007:80pp). Finally, 
Habermas’ procedural perspective on democracy is highly relevant in this study. 
According to Habermas bargaining partners do not need to have the same reasons for 
accepting the outcome of an agreement, thus the importance of a common recognition 
of the procedure itself constitutes the fairness of a successful bargaining (Habermas 
1996:295). This study aims to clarify the procedures of communicative opinion-
formation and the access to the European Union, and thereby has a proceduralistic 
approach.  
 
The following elaboration of Habermas’ deliberative democracy will be based on 
Between Facts and Norms (1996), which is the English translation of Faktizität und 
Geltung from 1992. In order to get a deeper understanding of his democratic ideal, the 
theoretical foundation of his theory will be explained by using The Theory of 
Communicative Action Volume I (1984) and Volume II (1987)1. In addition, Eriksen & 
Weigård’s Understanding Habermas (2003) has been used to complement the primary 
sources. This book is chosen by its clear and apprehensible account of Habermas 
theoretical work.  
 
This chapter is constructed as a line of argumentation, thus the first sections will 
provide basic understandings, which together will lead to an understanding of 
deliberative democracy. Initially, the basic concepts and terms developed by Habermas 
will be introduced, as they are necessary to understand when applying his democratic 
ideal. Habermas’ deliberative model of democracy is also based on two traditional 
conceptions of democracy: the liberal and civic republican model. The democratic 
traditions will be discussed in order to understand the basis of the deliberative 
democracy model, since Habermas develops his theory of deliberative democracy as a 
critique of these. Furthermore, deliberative democracy will be explained in detail. 
Finally an operationalization of the use of the theory in this study will be elaborated. 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1!The original German editions were published in 1981!!
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4.1 Basic Concepts 
This section will outline the most important concepts from Habermas’ earlier work: The 
Theory of Communicative Action vol. I and II. It touches upon the concept of 
communicative rationality and his dualistic perspective of society: system and lifeworld.  
 
One of Habermas’ main critiques of other theories of deliberative democracy is their 
lack of a micro-foundation to clarify how it is possible to reach a mutual understanding 
(Eriksen & Weigård 2003b:184). A micro-foundation is necessary in order to clarify 
how it is possible to reach a common opinion rationally. The ideal of communicative 
action is the micro-foundation of Habermas’ theory of deliberative democracy as it 
explains some of the structures of human rationality that is present in communicative 
behavior. In this study the micro-foundation of Habermas’ theory is solely used in 
regards to understand the possibility for getting to collective agreements and consensus.  
 
4.1.1 Communicative Action 
As a basic concept in the theory of communicative action Habermas’ definition of 
rationality is important to outline. This is done in order to explain how the validity of 
arguments is measured on the basis of rationality:  
 
“A goal-directed action can be rational only if the actor satisfies the conditions 
necessary for realizing his intention to intervene successfully in the world.” 
(Habermas 1984:11) 
 
According to Habermas the structure of the communication has to be rational in order to 
be successful; i.e. the concept of human rationality must be understood in the light of 
human communication (Habermas 1984:99). He focuses on the communicative 
dimension of action, which leads to an analysis of the language as the basic medium of 
communication to reach a mutual understanding. This may be a conversation, a political 
debate, or a decision-making process: 
  
“(…) Language is a medium of communication that serves understanding, whereas 
actors, in coming to an understanding with one another so as to coordinate their 
actions pursue their particular aims.” (Habermas 1984:101) 
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The starting point of his theory of communicative action is that actors attempt to come 
to an agreement about the definition of a situation, i.e. to reach a mutual understanding 
of how a given situation should be described. More specific this refers to the interaction 
between at least two subjects capable of speech and action that establish an 
interpersonal relation in order to achieve a mutual understanding of a situation (Eriksen 
& Weigård 2003:86). The concept of reaching an understanding suggests a rationally 
motivated agreement among participants that is measured against validity claims 
(Habermas 1984:75). Validity claims refers to the validity of an argument, which must 
correspond to the three realities we relate to when speaking and rationalizing, these 
being the objective world around us, the social reality of other subjects and the 
subjective reality of our own intentions and feelings, in order to be valid (Eriksen & 
Weigård 2003a:36). Habermas emphasizes that actors are always embedded in these 
three realities when rationalizing an argument, why the validity of an argument is 
measured towards these realities (Habermas 1984:308).  Thus, for a validity claim to be 
true and to enable mutual understanding, it must correspond with both the objective, 
social and subjective world as both speaker and hearer use the reference system of the 
three worlds as an interpretive framework within which they work out their common 
situation definitions (Habermas 1987:120).  
 
“Coming to an understanding (Verstädigung) means that participants in 
communication reach an agreement (Einigung) concerning the validity of an 
utterance; agreement (Einverständnis) is the intersubjective recognition of the 
validity claim the speaker raises for it.” (Habermas 1987:120) 
 
In conclusion, the truth and rightfulness of an argument are not merely features of 
verbal expressions but three distinct dimensions of communicative action and thus 
aspects of human rationality: communicative rationality.  
 
4.1.2 Communicative Rationality 
The central point about communicative rationality is that actors are rational, not only 
when they choose the most efficient means to obtain their goals, but also when they are 
able to justify their choices and defend their actions (Eriksen & Weigård 2003a:122). In 
a political context the validity claim concerning the personal perspective is not enough 
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to argue for and justify a statement. Only statements with a certain degree of generality 
can hope to gain support from others (Eriksen & Weigård 2003a:122p). 
 
“Norms that regulate the satisfaction of interests (and values) for the parties must 
be justified argumentatively – with intersubjective valid reasons – in order to 
obtain legitimacy.” (Eriksen & Weigård 2003a:123) 
 
In a political process the legitimacy thus stems from the use of intersubjective reasons, 
leaving the subjective interests a side, where agreements is based on the recognition of 
the corresponding validity claims (Eriksen & Weigård 2003a:123). This means that the 
intersubjective justification forms a basis for the transformative capacity of a political 
communicative rationality. The transformative capacity of a discussion is the 
rationality’s ability to change others’ opinions and plans of action, and thus the basic 
understanding of the advantages of a critical public debate (Habermas 1984:18). 
 
“Anyone participating in an argument shows his rationality or lack of it by the 
manner in which he handles and responds to the offering and responds to the 
offering of reasons for or against its claims.“ (Habermas 1984:18) 
 
Because rational argumentation can be justified and criticized depending on its basis in 
validity claims it has a transformative capacity. As seen, this is carried out through a 
reflective level wherein the transformative capacity lies (Eriksen & Weigård 
2003a:123). This is an essential understanding in Habermas’ deliberative democracy, 
and is elaborated further in 4.3.  
 
The communicative action is placed in the lifeworld, where it produces a common 
understanding among individuals (Andersen 2007:374). The concept of rationality is 
important to understand as it forms the basis of Habermas’ critique of modern societies 
that are dominated by the system’s coordination (Eriksen & Weigård 2003b:134). This 
criticism is emphasized in his distinction between the system and the lifeworld that have 
different premises of communication cf. 4.1.3. The following section will elaborate the 
concepts of system and lifeworld in order to place our field of study in relation to 
Habermas’ perception of society as a whole.  
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4.1.3 System and Lifeworld 
In the theory of communicative action Habermas emphasizes a strategic and 
communicative use of language as two clearly distinct categories. This is due to his 
analysis of some of the paradoxes of modernization, where he critically discusses the 
emergence of an expert culture as an instrumentalization of peoples’ lifeworld (Eriksen 
& Weigård 2003b:254). This is understood in the light of his two-level conception of 
society: system and lifeworld. Within these concepts communicative action is linked to 
the lifeworld and strategic action is linked to the system (Eriksen & Weigård 2003b:25). 
To fully understand Habermas’ theory of communicative action, it is thus important to 
include the two concepts as they form an analytical framework for the society. In this 
study the decision-making institutions in the EU is seen as the system whereas the 
organized civil society represents a part of the lifeworld. The following section will 
explain the meaning of the two concepts and their relation. 
 
The concept of lifeworld forms the framework for understanding how individuals act 
and communicate. Habermas describes the lifeworld as the world we experience 
through our everyday lives, perceived from the individual’s point of view (Andersen 
2007:374). In the lifeworld, everyday human actions are coordinated through 
communicative action towards mutual understanding achieved through intersubjective 
communication: 
 
“The lifeworld is, so to speak the transcendental site where speaker and hearer 
meet, where they can reciprocally raise claims that their utterances fit the world 
(objective, social or subjective), and where they can criticize and confirm those 
validity claims, settle their disagreements, and arrive at agreements.” (Habermas 
1987:26) 
  
An important aspect of the lifeworld is the public sphere. Habermas describes the public 
sphere as a network for communicating information and points of view based on 
communicative rationality (Habermas 1996:360). According to Kohler-Koch organized 
civil society provides in a Habermas’ view, the institutional core of civil society 
(Kohler-Koch 2012:106).  
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The system and actions linked to it are in contrast the economic and political-
administrative system, which implies a more strategic action. This kind of action is 
directed towards fulfillment of certain goals and success. The system consists of a 
formal established structure, which Habermas divides into two subsystems of 
administration and economy (Eriksen & Weigård 2003b:152). These systems are 
working from a strategic rationality (Habermas 1987:272). To act rationally in the 
system means to fulfill pre-set goals. The cognitive instrumental rationality based in the 
system is measured by the efficiency of the fulfillment of goals (Habermas 1984:285). 
The actions in the system are thus different from the lifeworld, where actions are 
oriented towards reaching understanding (Habermas 1987:349pp).  
 
The differentiation between system and lifeworld is interesting in regards to the 
communication between the public sphere, in this study represented by the NGOs, and 
the formal political decision-making in the EU. The relationship between the lifeworld 
and the system is therefore necessary to discuss in order to define whether this 
relationship is build upon a strategy of efficiency or communicative rationality. This 
relates to Habermas’ colonization thesis, which will be elaborated in the following. 
where he emphasizes that power and political interests have become dominant in the 
coordination of political processes (Eriksen & Weigård 2003b:6).  
 
Habermas perceives that the colonization of the lifeworld means that power and 
political interests have become dominant in the coordination of political processes 
today. He sees a development in modern society where purposive rationality from the 
system is beginning to colonize the area of the lifeworld (Eriksen & Weigård 
2003a:101). The consequence of this colonization is that it may destroy the rationality 
and normative basis of the communicative action in the lifeworld. However in his 
theory on deliberative democracy he has come to the conclusion that there are more 
intermediate categories. This is elaborated in his book Between Facts and Norms (1996) 
where he gives the public sphere greater possibilities of influencing the system (Eriksen 
& Weigård 2003b:157). The focus in this study is thus on NGOs’ ability to access the 
decision-making in the EU institutions, i.e. the complex relationship between system 
and the political public sphere of the lifeworld.  
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In order to reach a mutual understanding, it is important to unlock the potential of the 
communicative rationality in the lifeworld. The problem arises when the objective 
rational attitude begins to penetrate the lifeworld and affect the relations here:  
 
“(…) power and strategic interests play the leading part in the coordination of 
political processes today, not dialogic, communicative action.” (Eriksen & 
Weigård 2003a:8) 
 
The complexity of the modern world has, according to Habermas, burst the capacity for 
language, i.e. the communicative rationality, to be the coordinating force in all areas 
(Eriksen & Weigård 2003a:106p). Due to this increased complexity Habermas believe it 
to be unproblematic that areas such as market economy and bureaucratic administration 
is coordinated by and functioning through system integration: the rationality of the 
system (Eriksen & Weigård 2003a:107). The problem arises the moment that the system 
rationality begins to intrude on and colonize the lifeworld and thus the public sphere 
(Eriksen & Weigård 2003a:107):  
 
“There are tendencies of this in modern society, but they can be averted through 
political action on the part of the citizens.” (Eriksen & Weigård 2003a:107) 
 
This understanding is important to outline, as it constitutes the framework for his theory 
of the deliberative democracy and the field of this study where NGOs might represent a 
part of the lifeworld with a potential to bring some of the mechanisms of 
communicative rationality into the system.  
 
4.2 Democracy as Ideal 
As seen, Habermas’ theory of communicative action creates an ideal based on 
communicative rationality as a mean to achieve mutual understanding and thus a 
transformative capacity in discussions. It is with this general understanding of ideal 
conditions for discussion that we shall analyze the policy-making structures in the 
European Union. This calls for a discussion of democratic theories as to whether they 
indeed emancipate an intersubjective communication. In this section the models of 
Liberal Democracy and Republican Democracy will be discussed in respect to the 
communicative ideal. The focus will be on the legitimacy in the democratic theories as 
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well as their ability to explain democracy in respect to the complexity of the modern 
society. Thus, the possibility of using them at a supranational level in the context of 
governance will be discussed.  
 
4.2.1 The Liberal Model of Democracy 
The basic features of the liberal model originate in the philosophy of Thomas Hobbes 
and John Locke, based on the idea that people have rights and freedom that exist prior 
to, and independently of, any political order (Eriksen & Weigård 2003a:114). The 
individual is seen as a bearer of rights, more specific negative rights, against the state’s 
and other citizens’ interference (Habermas 1996:269). Therefore the liberal tradition 
stresses a system where the government does not interfere or violate the private sphere. 
The role of the state is to protect these rights and ensure the freedom of its citizens 
(Eriksen & Weigård 2003a:113).  
 
Legitimacy is secured through a clear division of power and voting systems, where 
citizens are perceived as passive consumers and the political process as a struggle 
between competing interests. By aggregating the citizens’ preferences, as they are 
expressed in free elections, legitimate collective decisions in the political system can be 
ensured (Eriksen & Weigård 2003a:114). Legitimacy is created through elections and 
hence these are the possibility for citizens to supervise the state and government so that 
it responds to the aggregated interests of individuals (Habermas 1996:270).  
 
The liberal tradition thus considers the democratic legitimacy as secured through the 
voting system, i.e. the majority principle. Habermas direct his criticism towards this 
view and introduce the viewpoint that individuals are likely to vote strategically. In this 
understanding, the majority vote is not necessarily a clear expression of the citizens’ 
will and cannot be seen as a logically consistent way to map the preferences of the 
citizens (Eriksen & Weigård 2003a:115).  
 
 “(…) individual actors function as dependent variables in power processes - 
processes that operate blindly because beyond individual choice there can be at 
most aggregated, but not consciously formed and executed, collective decisions.” 
(Habermas 1996:299) 
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The majority principle is thereby problematized by the fact that it can only say to 
represent the preferences of the majority and thus not the common will. This is due to 
the limits of aggregation of will, which cannot take the individual consciousness into 
account and so reach a common understanding. Habermas expresses concern about this 
tendency and argues that politics as a result loses all connection to “the normative core 
of a public use of practical reason” (Habermas 1996:274). Thereby, the act of voting is 
a one-way communication and there cannot be reached mutual understanding. The 
transformative capacity of the dialogue, which is essential in reaching agreements, is 
thus not present in theories based in the liberal democratic model.  
 
4.2.2 The Republican Model of Democracy 
In the republican model freedom is seen as dependent on political participation and 
builds on the thoughts of Jean-Jacques Rousseau (Eriksen & Weigård 2003a:116). 
When citizens are given the opportunity to participate in the self-governing republic, 
they are given freedom as well (Eriksen & Weigård 2003a:117). Democracy is not only 
limited to voting and elections, but more important is the participation in formal and 
informal forums, where citizens get the opportunity to make up their minds about 
collective affairs (Eriksen & Weigård 2003a:111;Habermas 1996:269). Political 
participation is thus seen as entering discussions through which there can be reached a 
mutual understanding. Politics must therefore not be limited to a mediating function 
between interests, but is conceived as constitutive for the entire social process (Eriksen 
& Weigård 2003a:111p). Furthermore, the natural existence of a community is based on 
common, cultural values and a strong homogeneity in the republican tradition 
(Habermas 1996:269).  
 
It is this premise of deliberation taking place in homogenous groups already socially 
and culturally integrated that lies at the heart of Habermas’ critique of this model of 
democracy (Eriksen and Weigård 2003a:118). Habermas criticizes that the republican 
tradition does not understand cultural and political integration as two different aspects 
(Eriksen & Weigård 2003a:119). In the republican view, politics is thus conceived as 
deliberation in relation to the common good, and therefore adapted to ethical-political 
questions where agreements depend on a community of common interests and shared 
worldviews. Furthermore the republican model does not make a distinction between 
state and civil society. This perception of democracy can therefore be problematized in 
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modern societies, which are often characterized by social complexity and a clear 
distinction between civil society and state due to both formal and actual distance 
between them. This is especially true at a supranational level such as the EU, which 
consists of different cultures and political traditions.   
 
Based on these critiques on the legitimacy in the liberal model of democracy and the 
notion of homogeneity in the republican model, Habermas has developed his ideal of 
democracy. The deliberative democracy focuses on the procedural aspects of political 
deliberations. It points to a system where only outcomes, approved in open debate, are 
regarded as legitimate (Eriksen & Weigård 2003a:112). Legitimacy is thus attached to 
the ideal of communicative action and the complexity in the modern society is taken 
into account. Habermas operates with a democratic ideal based on the 
representativeness in democratic elections and the public debate based on 
communicative action in the public sphere. The following section will outline his 
conception of an ideal democracy based on his major critiques of the previously 
discussed.  
 
4.3 Deliberative Democracy 
The deliberative democracy is Habermas’ development of a legitimate, consensus-
oriented democracy. It entails both the general institutions of representation and 
elections, but also incorporates the importance of collective will- and opinion-formation 
(Eriksen & Weigård 2003a:105pp). Due to our focus on the possible access for NGOs to 
EU institutions, this study only incorporates the theory on will- and opinion-formation. 
Hence, the following section will outline Habermas’ deliberative democracy with a 
focus on the procedural and will-forming aspects. A presentation of four central 
dimensions of the deliberative democracy will be introduced in order to emphasize these 
understandings of the theory.  
 
According to Habermas (1996) it is necessary to establish a model of democracy that 
incorporates both the liberal focus on the role of the individual as well as the republican 
perception of the importance of participation and dialogue. Habermas’ theory on 
deliberative democracy is based on communicative action, his all-compassing ideal, as a 
mean to achieve mutual understanding, cf. 4.1. Norms and interests must therefore be 
justified argumentatively to give valid reasons in order to obtain legitimacy. Habermas’ 
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develops an understanding of democracy as a “(…) procedure of problem solving and 
conflict resolution (…)” where different actors can bring legitimate solutions to 
normative conflicts (Eriksen & Weigård 2003a:124). Deliberative democracy argues 
that democratic systems must have institutions and arrangements that make it possible 
to solve conflicts in a rational manner (Eriksen & Weigård 2003a:126). It is crucial that 
the communicative rationality is guaranteed a room in the institutionalized setup to 
secure the process of opinion-formation:  
 
“The flow of communication between public opinion-formation, institutionalized 
elections, and legislative decisions is meant to guarantee that influence and 
communicative power are transformed through legislation into administrative 
power.”  (Habermas 1996:299) 
 
The institutionalization of communicative rationality into the administrative power is 
thus what secures legitimacy in deliberative democracy. The focus in this study is 
therefore on the institutionalization of the communicative rationality in the EU decision-
making institutions. The incorporation of NGOs in the decision-making procedures can 
thus be understood as institutionalizing the rationalization of the lifeworld in the 
political system, cf. 4.1.3.  
 
This institutionalization must also ensure the continued, on-going communication of a 
certain topic: an agreement is in principle indefinitely continued and can be resumed at 
any time (Habermas 1996:306). A central point in Habermas’ theory is that no decision 
is definite and that the continued communication should be secured. Another 
fundamental basis of the deliberative democracy is the inclusion of all possibly affected 
by a decision, which Habermas extracts from his critique of the republican 
understanding of democracy, cf. 4.2.2. No one may be excluded of the rational 
communication, and all must have an equal opportunity to participate (Habermas 
1996:306): 
 
“Deliberations are free of any internal coercion that could detract from the 
equality of the participants. Each has an equal opportunity to be heard, to 
introduce topics, to make contributions, to suggest and criticize proposals.” 
(Habermas 1996:306) 
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Consequently, the deliberative democracy maintains the liberal idea that the modern 
state is based on the individual, but in contrast to liberal values it emphasizes the 
collective civil society as a social basis for the society (Habermas 1996:299). Thus, the 
collective society must not be forgotten in the institutionalization of a supranational 
government. This study’s investigation of the NGOs is thereby focused on the 
institutionalization of the access as a mean to incorporate the communicative rationality 
in the EU. In this regard it is important that the access of all affected and the 
opportunity to participate is equal. Considering globalization and the shift towards 
governance in supranational institutions affecting individuals in the interconnected 
world, this study focuses on the organized civil society seeking influence by gaining 
access to the EU. Thus the belief is that all NGOs, without regard to size, economic 
resources or human capacity, must be able to participate on equal terms.  
 
Habermas’ theory of deliberative democracy is developed in a state-centered 
understanding of democracy. In this study it will be linked to a supranational institution 
and government, cf. 4.4. The state apparatus of a national setting is not central in our 
research, since the governing structure of the European Union is a supranational 
institution. Due to the focus on the European Union, Habermas’ state-concept will thus 
be referred to as ‘government’. The state-concept is significant in research of the 
European Union, but in this study the democratic ideal will not be used in relation to the 
member states, since our object is the supranational democracy of the European Union. 
In the following section four dimensions of Habermas’ deliberative democracy will be 
examined to elaborate essential aspects of his ideal. The four dimensions frame the 
basic understanding of democracy as a legitimate form of government.  
 
4.3.1 Perception of the Government and Society 
The first dimension is based on the idea that the state-centered society has dissolved, cf. 
2.1 (Eriksen & Weigård 2003a:126). This means that as the exercise of power takes 
different shapes and authority is localized in diverse institutions, the channels of 
participation and control have increased. This is especially obvious in the various 
channels for political influence, such as the participation of interest organizations, 
NGO’s and lobbies (Eriksen & Weigård 2003a:126p). Thus, the liberal understanding of 
a strict gap between government and society, only bridged through voting, is not viable 
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(Habermas 1996:297). In contrast, the republican perception of society as a collective-
will constituting the political entity is perceived as an unrealistic assumption of 
collective action (Habermas 1996:297p). Habermas emphasizes the importance of the 
liberal state-centered understanding of politics rather than the republican collective 
action, but links the republican process of political opinion- and will-formation to the 
liberal constraining constitution (Habermas 1996:298). So forth, neither the institutions 
nor the public opinion- and will-formation is highlighted at the expense of the other, 
rather the relation between the two are viewed as dynamic and mutually reinforcing in 
the deliberative democracy:  
  
“(…) the success of deliberative politics depends not on a collectively acting 
citizenry but on the institutionalization of the corresponding procedures and 
conditions of communication, as well as on the interplay of institutionalized 
deliberative processes with informally developed public opinions.” (Habermas 
1996:298) 
 
Thus, Habermas emphasizes two aspects of the public opinion- and will-formation in 
deliberative politics. This study only relates to the necessary institutionalization of one 
aspect of the communicative rationality even though it is crucial to Habermas that the 
other aspect continues as an informal public debate. This is due to our focus on the 
organized civil society’s access to formal institutions. The representative institutions, 
direct as indirect, the Council and the Parliament are not enough to ensure the 
legitimacy of the system, but must be supplemented by a civil society with possibility of 
participation. This contributes to an understanding of why NGOs must have a 
possibility of participating in the decision-making at EU-level in order to ensure the 
democratic legitimacy.  
 
4.3.2 A New Concept of Popular Sovereignty 
The popular sovereignty is what legitimizes the democratic form of government: the 
demos governing themselves. In Habermas’ understanding popular sovereignty cannot 
be narrowed down to representative structures securing all opinions to be brought forth 
as the liberal democracy claim. Popular sovereignty can therefore not be understood as 
an individual-bound sovereignty that is delegated, but must be found in the 
intersubjectivity ensuring a subjectless perspective (Eriksen & Weigård 2003a:125). In 
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the concept of popular sovereignty the intersubjectivity lies in the claim that the subject 
vanishes in the communicative interaction:  
 
“The “self” of the self-organizing legal community disappears in the subjectless 
forms of communication that regulate the flow of discursive opinion- and will-
formation in such a way that their fallible results enjoy the presumption of being 
reasonable.” (Habermas 1996:301)  
 
Thus it is the subjectiveless communication that secures democratic legitimacy, why the 
subjective validity claim is not valid in political rational communication, cf. 4.1.  
 
The concept of popular sovereignty is based on the importance of ensuring a room for 
the communicative rationalization of the public sphere in the decision-making process, 
cf. 4.1.3. According to Kohler-Koch (2012), NGOs can function as intermediaries that 
provide citizens’ experiences to the formal decision-making process in the political 
system. Thus the organized civil society can provide the societal infrastructure for 
public deliberation ensuring democratic legitimacy (Kohler-Koch 2012:106). Therefore 
it is important to establish an institutionalized room for the communication between 
NGOs and EU institutions. These rooms must ensure communicative rationality, since a 
colonization of the public sphere by strategic rationalization would undermine popular 
sovereignty, and thus the legitimacy of democracy, cf. 4.1.3.  
 
4.3.3 A Procedural Perspective 
Since the public opinion- and will-formation is not static and thus may change over time 
Habermas emphasize the need for an institutionalized room for communicative 
rationality, which should be constitutionalized: 
 
“It is only by means of constitutional procedures that one can speak of a formation 
of legitimate interest and goals. This concerns the institutionalization of the right 
to an open, public debate as well as the institutionalization of procedures for 
argumentation, negotiations, bargaining and elections in the parliamentary 
system.” (Eriksen & Weigård 2003a:125) 
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The constitutionalization of a room for an open public debate is thus seen to be of equal 
importance as the electoral part of the parliamentary system. Habermas argues that the 
legitimacy of deliberative democracy is based on such established, not removable 
procedures to ensure rational communication: 
 
“Rather, the source of legitimacy includes, on the one hand, the communicative 
presuppostions that allow the better arguments to come into play in various forms 
of deliberation and, on the other, procedures that secure fair bargaining 
conditions.” (Habermas 1996:279) 
 
Hence the democratic legitimacy is based on both the communicative rationality and the 
institutionalization of such. As mentioned earlier and in opposition to republicanism, the 
constitution should not be regarded as something secondary to the administrative system 
(Habermas 1996:298; Eriksen & Weigård 2003a:125):  
 
“It (the constitution, ed.) should rather be viewed as an arrangement which 
ensures that the social power generated in free public spheres is not automatically 
incorporated into the political-administrative apparatus and converted into 
administrative initiatives, before it has been tested and qualified through 
discursive procedures.” (Eriksen & Weigård 2003a:126) 
 
Constitutions allow rather than limit the idea of popular rule in complex societies, 
because they establish a fair procedure for collective decision-making. According to 
Habermas, legitimate political power arises through the proceduralized popular 
sovereignty, cf. 4.3.2. Thus, the legitimacy of the EU democracy stems both from the 
inclusion of the NGOs as representation for the civil society to obtain popular 
sovereignty, but also from the constitutionalization of this inclusion to secure it.  
 
4.3.4 Consensus and Compromise 
As mentioned in section 4.1, communicative rationality has a transformative capacity. 
The power of communicative rationality is through intersubjective argumentation to 
change the two participating subjects’ opinions, whereby they can reach a mutual 
understanding. Thus, an agreement to modify opinions in order to reach a compromise is 
not enough for Habermas; the goal is consensus. As outlined in 4.2, Habermas objects 
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against the aggregated will in the search of true collective decisions (Habermas 
1996:299). The transformative capacity is essential in deliberative democracy, since it is 
the basis for institutionalizing communicative rationality. 
 
Habermas’ way between the republican and the liberal tradition is thus consensus, 
which is not based in shared values nor aggregated will, cf. 4.2, but in communicative 
rational argumentation. However, this determination on a communicative rational 
consensus is modified due to the realities of political action and time: 
 
“Political deliberations, however, must be concluded by majority decision in view 
of pressures to decide. Because of its internal connection with a deliberative 
practice, majority rule justifies the presumption that the fallible majority opinion 
may be considered a reasonable basis for a common practice, until further notice, 
namely, until the minority convinces the majority that their (the minority’s) views 
are correct.” (Habermas 1996:306) 
  
This is an opening for the reason of majority rule, which he formerly rejected as a mere 
aggregation of will, not bound in a collective community, cf. 4.2. The acceptance of 
majority rule is based on the presumption that the minority at any time can express its 
opinions, i.e. resume the debate, which emphasizes the need for indefinite 
argumentation and communication, cf. 4.3. A majority decision can only be accepted 
due to time limits and must be open for continued discussion and argumentation 
(Habermas 1996:306). One more time Habermas’ procedural perspective is underlined, 
since his acceptance of majority rule is conditioned in the process of an on-going 
debate. Habermas thus focuses on the procedures and not what is decided upon, cf. 3.1. 
Pressures to decide, both due to problems of the reality and pressures from the 
electorate, often influence EU decision-making institutions, why compromises are 
accepted. But the superior goal should always be to strive for consensus, based on 
communicative rationality, a continued debate, and argumentation.  
 
4.3.5 Sum-up 
In Habermas’ deliberative model of democracy, deliberation is regarded as the most 
fundamental feature of democracy. In the deliberative model Habermas maintains that 
democratic legitimacy is only possible insofar the political power can be impacted by 
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communicative rationality and equality in the process. The essential democratic popular 
sovereignty can only be obtained if communicative rationality can affect the decision-
making process, since the intersubjectivity of communicative rationality secures the 
subjectless rationalization. It is only by the institutionalized procedure of communicative 
rationality that the legitimacy of the political system of democracy is enabled. This must 
be ensured through the institutionalization of a room for communicative rationality 
within the decision-making process. The equality of all possibly affected must be 
maintained in the entire procedure. Thus, the theory of deliberative democracy is a 
procedural theory that does not entail an independent standard of the political outcome 
of the decision-making process but concerns itself with how the ideal procedures for a 
legitimate democracy in a complex society should look.  
 
4.4 Operationalization 
This section will elaborate on how Habermas’ theory of deliberative democracy will be 
understood and used in the investigation of the institutionalization of NGOs’ access to 
the decision-making institutions in the EU. By applying Habermas’ ideal of deliberative 
democracy it becomes evident where the procedures of access are not democratic 
legitimate. Habermas’ ideal relates the legitimate democratic procedures to a state-
context, where it relies upon the possibility for constitutionalizing a room for 
communicative rationality. Yet the theory will be applied at the supranational level of 
the EU in this study. This is possible since the EU has invoked several treaties, which 
the European Court of Justice has described as a ‘constitutional charter’, cf. 2.2.1. 
However, since EU does not have a constitution, the procedures of communicative 
rationality can only be institutionalized. The important element of being able to 
institutionalize rooms for decision-making is thus seen as possible in the EU, thereby it 
should be possible to achieve deliberative democracy in the EU institutions. 
Furthermore, the EU law has supremacy in disputes with national governments, cf. 2.2. 
Thereby, the decisions made on this supranational level is of great importance to all 
actors in the member states. Since EU legislation has a great impact on all citizens in the 
EU the institutions of decision-making must ensure democratic legitimacy. Thus, it is 
relevant to investigate how the EU as a supranational democracy complies and breaks 
with the ideal of deliberative democracy.   
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Due to the focus on the procedures for communication the theoretical concepts of equal 
access, institutionalization, procedure of dialogue, and indefinite continuation of 
argumentation has been extracted from Habermas’ theory of deliberative democracy. 
The focus on equal access for all affected has been extracted, as all NGOs shall be able 
to take part in a discussion on equal terms in order for the agreement to be based on 
popular sovereignty, cf. 4.3.2. Access for the all affected parts to discuss and argument 
on the basis of communicative rationalization is the premise for deliberative democracy. 
Thus, the study does not aim at analyzing the existence of communicative rationality, 
but rather emphasizes the premise of access to the forum of discussion. Without the 
possibility of access, one is cut off from communicative rationality. Institutionalization 
is based on the premise of the need for a room for rational communication to be 
institutionalized in order for it to be secured. In relation to this the concept of 
institutionalization is extracted. This concept is chosen to get an understanding of both 
the formal and informal procedures. The procedures of deliberative dialogue must be 
based on the goal of consensus as well as communicative rationalization. This can be 
hindered by the system’s strategic rationalization, why the concept of procedures for 
dialogue is extracted as essential. Finally, it is important whether the EU leaves a room 
for the continuation of argumentation, since this secures the possibility for reaching 
consensus in democracies where pressures of realities at times can call for the need of 
majority rule, cf. 4.3.4. 
 
4.4.1 Equal Access 
The ideal of deliberative democracy entails that all possibly affected by a decision 
should be able to enter the decision-making process. In this study, all possibly affected 
is considered to be individuals who actively seek influence by joining an NGO, i.e. 
stakeholders. Thereby, interested NGOs should always be able to take part in the 
democratic process regardless of their size, economic resources or human capacity. 
 
4.4.2 Institutionalization  
It is important to institutionalize all procedures for decision-making, which implies both 
the anonymous elections and party competition, but also the critical dialogue of options 
and alternatives based on communicative rationality. The all-compassing 
institutionalization of decision-making secures the equality of access. Thus, the access 
for NGOs towards EU institutions should be institutionalized and formal in all aspects. 
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4.4.3 Procedure of Dialogue 
Deliberative democracy builds on the foundation of rational communication ensured by 
established, unmovable procedures. As pointed out, this study does not investigate 
communicative rationality, but the procedures, which should secure its existence. 
Without these procedures there would be no place for communicative rationality, which 
is the foundation of deliberative democracy. In this ideal of democracy the process is of 
greater importance than the outcome, i.e. the final decision. In the context of the EU, the 
procedures should establish a dialogue between the actors at all levels of the democratic 
process. The aim of the procedures is consensus created on the basis of rational 
communication.   
  
4.4.4 Indefinite Continuation of Argumentation  
A decision must not be perceived as determined after an agreement on the given subject, 
rather it is important to keep the possibility open for further discussion. An agreement is 
in principle indefinitely continued and can at any time be resumed for discussion. Thus, 
it should be possible for the NGOs, institutions or other actors to initiate a re-opening of 
a debate and a reform on a given, agreed upon decision. Furthermore, the process of a 
re-definition should not be too complex and difficult.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
!
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Through our collection of empirical data, it became clear that the NGOs have a strong 
interest in organizing themselves in networks in order to access and impact the 
legislation of the European Union (EU). The following analysis will seek to investigate 
the various ways for the NGOs to access the EU decision-making, both when they act 
alone or in cooperation with networks. In order to embrace this complexity, the analysis 
will consist of four parts, which address different levels of the process.  
 
The focal point of the investigation will be the NGO Danish Society for a Living Sea 
(LS) and their possibilities of accessing the decision-making process of the EU. We 
examine their access through three networks that work on different levels and in 
different ways: Long Distance Regional Advisory Council (LDRAC), Seas At Risk 
(SAR), Concord Europe as well as Concord Denmark. A further elaboration of the 
networks can be found in section 3.2.   
 
The first two parts of the analysis will address the first level understood as LS’ way to 
the networks. In this regard, LS’ options to access the different networks will be 
examined. Afterwards it will be considered in what degree an NGO can affect the 
agenda being set in its networks. By understanding the conditions for the NGOs within 
the networks, it is possible to operate with the networks as separate actors at the next 
level. The two last parts examine the second level: the way to the EU institutions. First 
the possibilities for both networks and NGOs to access the EU system will be 
investigated. Finally, the object of analysis will be the agenda-setting within the 
institutions and which options the NGOs and networks have in order to affect the 
process. 
 
The analysis is divided into two levels, since this makes it easier to identify and 
differentiate between the different procedures for access to the decision-making process 
of the EU and investigate whether these are consistent with the democratic ideal. The 
different parts of the analysis will each be based on the thematical codes, which are 
acquired from the empirical data, cf. 3.5.2, and the theoretical concepts, which are 
elaborated in section 4.4.  
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5.1 Access 1st Level 
This section will examine the possibilities for the NGO to access the networks, since 
this is the first step in order to reach EU level. This is done, as obstacles in joining 
networks will mean that the NGO are hindered in accessing the EU level. The hindering 
of access would thus limit the possibility for a discussion based on communicative 
rationality, which is essential in the ideal of deliberative democracy. The focus is 
therefore to examine what criteria are set up in order to gain access to the different 
networks and how including they are. First, LS will be presented in order to understand 
how and why they work with networks. Secondly, the accessibility to become a member 
of the networks will be examined. The analysis will be related to Habermas’ theory of 
the deliberative democracy according to the ideal of equal access.  
      
The Danish Society for a Living Sea is a small Danish NGO, based in Jutland and 
driven by volunteers (Interview LS 2:181). They work for better conditions for coastal 
fishery, which also entails a sustainable fishing industry, sustainable fish stocks and a 
clean sea (Interview LS 1:160). They operate both at national level, but also seek access 
and influence on EU legislation (Interview LS 1). Their use of different types of 
networks is described by Erik Olsen, cashier and European contact-persons of LS, to be 
of importance for the NGO in order to access EU policy-making (Interview LS 1).  
 
It is emphasized in the democratic ideal that access needs to be equal for all, thereby all 
affected by an agreement should be able to participate in the decision-making process, 
cf. 4.4. There is a general understanding among our interviewees that it is possible for 
NGOs to join the networks, they wish to be part of, and that it is important for them to 
work through networks in order to influence the EU level. To Olsen it is only natural 
that LS is working with networks in order to gain access to EU, since the NGO works 
with international issues (Interview LS 1:163): 
 
“Coastal fishing is in some way our starting point … That is why we have been 
interested in (…) the third world.” (Interview LS 1:163) 
 
Olsen thereby recognizes, that LS addresses issues of global character as seas does not 
have boundaries. Thus, it is natural that they seek to impact supranational legislation, 
i.e. the EU policies.  
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Concord Denmark is a network of development NGOs, who addresses development 
issues. They operate at national level as well as the EU level through their relation to 
Concord Europe. In order to become a member of Concord the applicant must be 
concerned with issues regarding development. General Secretary of Concord Denmark, 
Laust Gregersen, states that he does not remember Concord Denmark ever rejecting an 
NGO applying for membership (Interview Concord DK:206).  
 
“I don’t remember that we have rejected someone who wanted to be a member, 
but ... I have a sense that it is logic... It's development NGOs and the people 
already have a conception themselves of what that entails.” (Interview Concord 
DK:206) 
  
The term development NGO is, according to him, rather vague, thus they consist of 
various types of NGOs, being everything from handicap organizations to Amnesty 
International (Interview Concord DK:206). According to Gregersen, an NGO only 
applies for membership if it conceives itself as a development NGO and share the same 
interests as Concord Denmark (Interview Concord DK:206). In Gregersen’s view the 
access to networks such as Concord Denmark is open. The easy access to Concord 
Denmark and the diversity of the NGOs corresponds with the ideal of equal access, as 
all NGOs working with development, regardless of the vague definition of the term, are 
able to become a member. The including nature of Concord Denmark is thus seen to 
promote the possibility for diverse opinions and communication in which all 
stakeholders interested in development issues can participate. Concord Denmark is part 
of Concord Europe, which has national platforms all over Europe. Gregersen 
emphasizes that Concord Denmark as a national platform only exists because of 
Concord Europe (Interview Concord DK:197). Being a member of Concord Denmark 
thus means that the NGO achieves indirect access to Concord Europe. Concord Europe 
represents more than 2000 development in all the EU countries development (Interview 
Concord Europe:197).  
 
Olsen points out that another member of LS is responsible for the contact with Concord 
and explains that this person does not spend much time on the connection to Concord 
(Interview LS 2:191). It is still notable that Olsen cannot respond to questions regarding 
the network, and he states that from his point of view working with Concord Denmark 
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is a waste of time (Interview LS 2:191). This suggests that the relation to Concord is not 
of importance for LS. Overall, Concord Denmark provides easy access to the NGOs, yet 
LS do not use this network to promote their key issues in the EU decision-making 
process. The possibility for access to the dialogue of Concord Denmark seems evident, 
thus the inactive relation between LS and Concord Denmark must be considered as a 
voluntary. The formal access to the network can thus be estimated as easy, which 
coincides with the ideal of equal access.  
 
Where Concord is a network of development NGOs, Seas At Risk (SAR) is a smaller 
association of NGOs all concerned with the protection of the marine environment (Seas 
At Risk (b)). Björn Stockhausen, policy officer from SAR, states that due to the 
common interests it comes naturally what kind of NGOs apply for membership 
(Interview SAR:258).  
 
“So it doesn’t make sense if you become a member of us and then if you are 
drafting a policy paper and then somebody has a completely different opinion 
then it doesn’t make sense. So … I guess if there had been this situation they 
wouldn’t have become a member or they would have thought about it before 
becoming a member of us.” (Interview SAR:258) 
 
Thus, in SAR the membership is based on the wish of the NGOs. In Stockhausen’s 
view, there are no rules in order to gain membership (Interview SAR:258). Membership 
is based on similarity in opinions and issues, and the NGOs must define how they wish 
to work in the network. The access to SAR is thus, according to Stockhausen, based on 
interests and areas of competence, and they do not demand NGOs to be involved in all 
areas in SAR (Interview SAR:259). This implies that the ideal of equal access is fully 
achieved, as all interested NGOs may participate to the extent they wish. 
 
However, both SAR and Concord Denmark has a membership fee (Interview LS 1:170; 
Seas At Risk 2007). Thus, there is a demand for some economic resources in order for 
the NGOs to join these networks. In Concord Denmark the fee is differentiated 
according to annual revenue of the members (Concord Danmark). Thereby, the network 
takes into account the different economical resources of the NGOs. In SAR the size of 
the membership fee is determined annually at a general assembly (Seas At Risk 2007). 
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Thus, Concord Denmark to a greater extent fulfill the ideal of equal access, since all 
actors are given the possibility to gain access to the network regardless of their 
economic capabilities. However, SAR has a maximum limit on the membership fee, 
implying that they not wish to exclude members based on economic means (Seas At 
Risk 2007).  
 
The membership fee in the Long Distance Regional Advisory Council (LDRAC) is not 
differentiated according to size but according to influence. General Secretary of 
LDRAC, Carlos Aldereguia, states: 
 
“If they are a member of the executive committee they have to pay 900 euros per 
year, so it’s nothing. If they are members of the general assembly they have to pay 
just 300 euros per year. And let me …. point out that we, the RACs, we have to 
cover the expenses of all of our members coming to official meetings of the 
LDRAC.” (Interview LDRAC:287) 
 
Aldereguia points out that LDRAC pays for all travel expenses for their members when 
attending meetings (Interview LDRAC:287). The membership fee is rather small and 
further expenses for being an active member is almost non-existent. The 
institutionalized condition of LDRAC, being an advisory council, naturally entails 
further differences in the membership structure from that of both SAR and Concord 
Denmark. According to Olsen, the reason why LS were invited to LDRAC is their 
active involvement regarding fisheries at both the national and European level 
(Interview LS 1:159). Aldereguia emphasizes that “the working groups are open to all 
the stakeholders…” (Interview LDRAC 12:294), which indicates openness towards 
NGOs. Furthermore he states that they: 
 
“…have a lot of empty seats in the one-third part, because … not all the NGOs 
would like to take seat around the table…” (Interview LDRAC:290) 
 
According to Aldereguia LDRAC is very accommodating and open to NGOs, yet Olsen 
states that they were invited to join LDRAC, which indicates some differences in the 
openness of the advisory council. On LDRAC’s webpage it is not possible to find 
something that indicates that you can apply for membership, which further indicates the 
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need for the NGOs to be active and involved in EU policies in order to gain 
membership (LDRAC). As Olsen suggests, the activity level of the NGOs may play an 
important role in their possibility to enter certain networks. This raises a question of 
resources as the level of activity is conditioned in the amount of manpower available to 
the NGO. LS have twenty dedicated volunteers, and only two persons are engaged in 
the communication with networks at the EU level (Interview LS 2:191). Regardless of 
their size, LS still manage to get involved actively in SAR and LDRAC. Adereguia 
from LDRAC underlines that the fast development in long distance communication 
technologies reduces the level of demanded resources, economic as well as human, to 
participate in networks (Interview LDRAC:298). According to the ideal of deliberative 
democracy, this is a beneficial development, as all stakeholders should be able to 
participate regardless of their size and resources. 
 
It must be noted, that LS uses the networks they are engaged in with different purposes. 
They seek to participate in LDRAC and SAR in order to communicate their issues to the 
decision-making process, while they use Concord Denmark to gain resources, in terms 
of applying for economical funding (Interview LS 2:191).  
 
The networks thus seem to be rather open and accommodating to the NGOs. The access 
to networks depends on the NGOs’ interests and resources, even though the needed 
amount of resources is very limited. A relatively small NGO as Danish Society for a 
Living Sea still manages to be member of three networks and gains access to these three 
channels of communication with the EU institutions. So forth, the access to networks is 
in general easily achieved with relatively small barriers. The accommodating nature of 
the networks thus provides rather easy access for the NGOs, however the ideal of equal 
access for all affected is not completely achieved. The accessibility to the networks is 
nevertheless in accordance with the ideal of deliberative democracy, as the networks 
seek to include all interested NGOs.  
 
5.2 Agenda-setting in the Networks 
The process of agenda-setting within the networks is assumed to have a great impact on 
which issues will be the focus in their communication with the EU institutions. In this 
section the possibilities of the NGOs to affect the agendas in the different networks will 
be investigated. The focus is on whether the networks include the interest of all their 
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individual member organizations in the process of agenda-setting. It is important to 
establish this understanding in order to further investigate the networks’ access to the 
decision-making process in the EU.  
 
In accordance with the ideal of deliberative democracy, a network’s agenda should be 
set within institutionalized procedures that secure an equal and consensus-seeking 
dialogue between its member organizations. This should be based on the principle of 
rational communication, where agreements are reached through intersubjective 
argumentation. Furthermore it is important that the process of communication is 
continuous, so the argumentation can be resumed. 
 
In Concord Denmark the annual priorities are decided upon at the general assembly, 
where all member organizations are invited. In advance, the secretariat of Concord 
Denmark develops a proposal that can be modified and transformed at the general 
assembly (Interview Concord Europe:232). As prescribed in the ideal of deliberative 
democracy, there is thus an institutionalized possibility for the members to affect the 
agenda. However, it can be argued that the ideal is challenged, as the member 
organizations do not have institutionalized options to influence the agenda-setting 
before the secretariat has made the first draft. Johansen states that the secretariat makes 
a screening of their member’s opinions before creating the work plan but she does not 
say to what degree this influence the agenda (Interview Concord Europe:235). Thereby, 
the member organizations’ opportunity to initiate proposals is not institutionalized. 
  
The process towards reaching the annual priorities in Concord Europe differs to a 
certain extent: 
 
”There have been conducted a lot of e-debates and further everyone have been 
welcomed to contribute in forums and discussions (…) where clusters (of 
priorities, ed.) have been created and later presented at the general assembly and 
decided upon.” (Concord Europe:233) 
 
The formalized process of conducting annual priorities in Concord Europe through e- 
debates etc. does thus appear to be more inclusive than in Concord Denmark since there 
is a focus on including the members in the formation of the priorities as well. Sarah 
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Kristine Johansen, policy officer from Concord Europe, describes how members of 
Concord Europe, national platform or transnational organization, each has one vote 
when the priorities are decided upon at the general assembly (Interview Concord 
Europe:233). Thus, the process of setting the agenda in Concord Denmark and Concord 
Europe is in accordance with the ideal since all members can affect the decision. 
However, the manner of agenda-setting internally in the networks is differentiated. 
Concord Europe is closer to fulfilling the ideal than Concord Denmark, as the European 
network seeks to institutionalize the possibility for members to initiate and discuss 
proposals. This enables the communicative rationality between the actors towards 
reaching a mutual understanding of the agenda-setting, as all members has the same say 
in the discussions of their annual priorities.  
 
Stockhausen underlines that SAR decides upon priorities at their annual meetings, 
where all members are invited: 
 
“We have annual meetings where we give the report of what we have been doing 
(…) but we also do like strategy meetings where we say what can be important in 
the next years.” (Interview SAR:259) 
 
The quotation implies that there is an institutionalized access to the agenda-setting in 
SAR, where all members are invited to give inputs to the annual work plan. This 
corresponds with Habermas’ ideal of the deliberative democracy, since the 
institutionalization of access to participate in meetings enhances the possibility of a 
communicative rationality of the actors. However, it is not clarified whether the 
discussion is actually based on communicative rationality.    
 
To sum up, the agenda in Concord Denmark, Concord Europe and SAR is decided upon 
at their annual general assemblies. All the members have the opportunity to give their 
opinion on which issues should be prioritized in the coming year, which coincides with 
the ideal of involving all possibly affected in the decision-making process, cf. 4.4.  
 
Now the focus will be on LDRAC, who do not have a common agenda due to their 
position as a forum of stakeholders from both the industry and the civil society 
(Interview LDRAC). The access to the agenda is thus different from the other networks. 
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In LDRAC, recommendations to the EU are made within the individual working groups 
and later adopted by the executive committee (Interview LDRAC:302). The executive 
committee must approve the recommendations, but all members of the working group, 
who created the recommendation, have a say (Interview LDRAC:302). It is important to 
note, that LS is a member of all five working groups within the LDRAC (Interview LS 
2:189). In this regard the network fulfill the criteria of the democratic ideal in the sense 
that all stakeholders have access to the decision-making process. However, the 
institutionalization of the decision-making in different work groups may limit the 
participation to only include the executive committee and the working group concerned 
with a specific issue (Interview LDRAC:293). Thus one has to be a member of all 
working groups to influence the entire agenda of LDRAC. This may not be possible for 
all members of LDRAC, as some could lack the required capacity, i.e. manpower or 
time, to participate in all working groups. However, this is not the case for LS. 
According to the democratic ideal, all ought to be able to participate in the agenda-
setting despite their individual resources. Thereby, LDRAC’s institutional set-up breaks 
with the ideal of deliberative democracy.  
 
Overall, the democratic ideal is in accordance with the procedure of agenda-setting in 
the four investigated networks. The following section will focus on the equality of 
participation the internal agenda-setting. The conditions for the best argument to come 
forth will be examined, as this provides a basis for an equal participation. In this 
perspective, it is first necessary to investigate if there is a balance of power within the 
process of setting the agenda. Secondly, the level of activity needed in order to 
participate will be examined.   
 
5.2.1 Resources as Agenda-setting 
In Gregersen’s view, Concord Denmark’s agenda is not necessarily made with equal 
inclusion of all members. The strength of the members affects the scale of their impact. 
Gregersen considers this to be natural: 
 
“It is also natural because of the unequal balance of power … It is such a 
distortion, which will always be present.” (Interview Concord DK:209)   
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Gregersen is well aware of this unequal power of member organizations and underlines 
the secretary’s role of counterbalancing this (Interview Concord DK:209). The unequal 
balance of power in Concord Denmark contradicts the ideal of deliberative democracy, 
as this may result in a process, where the inequality in size matters more than the 
rationality of the arguments. Concord Denmark is a national platform for Concord 
Europe and therefore also works within the frame of their strategy plan. However it 
should be noted that Concord Denmark also have an independent agenda and that the 
national work plan often overrules Concord Europe’s in the sense that Concord 
Denmark will always seek to complete its own agenda before taking on tasks from the 
European network (Interview Concord DK:205). Nevertheless, Concord Denmark’s 
connection towards the EU institution will in the further analysis be perceived through 
Concord Europe.  
 
A point where Concord Europe is in clear accordance with the ideal is seen in the 
process of involving all national platforms in the internal discussions. Platforms with a 
shortage of economic resources can apply for grants from Concord in order to 
participate in both national and transnational work (Interview Concord Europe:236). 
Johansen points out that the aim is to keep the national platforms in operation: 
 
“A bit of artificial life support, one could say. But if the national government is 
not interested in a Concord platform, and it therefore cannot get money from them 
(…) Then this is the way for Concord to keep them artificially in operation.” 
(Interview Concord Europe:236) 
 
The grants are focused on covering the costs of travelling to Brussels for the national 
platforms with a shortages of resources and thus seek to create a more equal access to 
participation in the process of setting Concord Europe’s agenda (Interview Concord 
Europe:236). In this way there is created a room for communication between all 
national platforms of Concord Europe in spite of the imbalance of economic resources. 
Furthermore, in matters of Concord Europe, Johansen emphasizes that member 
organizations seek to lobby internally in the network in order to ensure their interests 
(Interview Concord Europe:230). In this regard the lobby capability of the individual 
member organizations influences on the impact they have on the agenda. The concept of 
lobbying breaks with the ideal of an institutionalized procedure of decision-making, 
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where all arguments should be put forward and debated on equal terms. But the clear 
attempt to compensate for economic differences in Concord Europe coincides perfectly 
with the equal access of the ideal as it gives all actors a fair possibility to participate 
regardless of their economic capacity.  
 
As mentioned, SAR is an association of NGOs working for a “(…) healthy marine 
ecosystems whose benefits can be enjoyed now and in the future (…)” (Seas At Risk 
(a)). This means that the member organizations of the association, to a great extent, 
have the same interests and goals.  
 
“They (LS’ interests and opinions ed.) are already on the agenda, it is not 
something we try, they are on the agenda.” (Interview SAR:264) 
 
Thus, since the members of SAR basically share the same interests, it is easy to find a 
common stand. Olsen states that LS’ degree of influence on the agenda-setting is less 
interesting than the fact that SAR contributes to push relevant issues in the right 
direction (Interview LS 2:186). The fact that LS share a common value set with SAR’s 
agenda has a great significance for the legitimacy of their work. The community of 
interests makes it possible for Olsen to feel that the opinions LS stand for are 
represented in SAR. Olsen emphasizes that in most cases LS does not seek to change 
the agenda of SAR, since it is already in accordance with LS’ own interests. 
Nevertheless he still regards it as possible for a small organization to affect SAR’s 
agenda (Interview LS 2:186). However it does not necessarily mean that the agenda-
setting is institutionalized in accordance with the democratic ideal. Rather the need for 
agreement on issues to become a member could be said to institutionalize the opposite if 
a dialogue based where the transformative capacity of the communicatively valid 
arguments would determine a consensus. The agenda-setting in SAR is thus not 
important due to the previous agreement on priorities.  
 
The structure of LDRAC secures the industry two thirds of the seats in the executive 
committee. The remaining one third belong to the NGOs (Interview LDRAC:289). 
Olsen describes the industry as a superior power (Interview LS 2:187). He regards it as 
difficult even for a large NGO as WWF to match the companies who generate great 
revenues each year. This is due to an overwhelming economic superiority of the 
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industry, which combined with the unequal distribution of seats in the executive 
committee creates a highly pronounced imbalance of power. In response to this unequal 
power balance the NGOs seek to clear their points of view with each other before 
bringing them into discussion with the industry (Interview LS 2:187): 
 
“(…) Thereby when one (NGO ed.) speaks up, it is often an expression of the 
united voice of the NGO’s.” (Interview LS 2:187) 
 
In this regard the very structure of LDRAC breaks with the ideal of deliberative 
democracy as it institutionalize an imbalance of power. The unequal distribution of 
economic resources creates a gap, which is firmly established by the institutional 
unequal distribution of seats in LDRAC. 
 
Thereby it is shown that there can be found an uneven balance of power within the 
agenda setting process of Concord Denmark, Concord Europe and LDRAC. This 
inequality of power is mainly due to economic resources, but is in LDRAC further 
linked to the unequal institutionalized distribution of power internally. Since LS is an 
organization based on voluntaries, the economic resources in this field of research is not 
necessarily linked to the human resources, cf. 5.1.  
5.2.2 Activity as Agenda-setting  
The further investigation will focus on the level of activity that is needed for an NGO to 
affect the networks’ agenda. It will be examined whether the ability to participate in the 
agenda-setting is defined by the level of human resources. It is important in order to 
investigate if the process of agenda-setting is based on communicative rationality. 
 
As underlined earlier, the agenda of SAR is more or less agreed upon due to the 
community of interest between the member organizations. Nevertheless, Olsen still 
considers it as an advantage to be a large, resourceful organization (Interview LS 
2:184p). He describes how LS sometimes has to resign on certain cases if it seems 
impossible to reach agreement: 
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“In some cases we have to (…) give up. (…) We cannot … if there is some things 
that we do not agree on then we cannot follow up on all cases.” (Interview LS 
2:185) 
 
Olsen emphasizes the necessity of human resources to participate in all discussions 
(Interview LS 2:184). LS only has two voluntaries connected to the network, whereas 
only Olsen is responsible for the contact to both SAR and LDRAC, cf. 5.1. Thus, the 
need for a high level of activity is a serious restraint towards participation in the day-to-
day agenda setting. Additionally to the human resources, Stockhausen stresses the 
importance of knowledge as a resource (Interview SAR:256). Since the association 
bases a lot of its creditability on scientific knowledge, it is an extremely important 
resource as well in the internal agenda setting as access towards the EU system. This 
will be examined further in section 5.4. Thus, it is an advantage to have a great amount 
of human resources and scientific knowledge in the agenda-setting internally of SAR. 
This entails that the ideal of equality in coming forth with an argument is not present, as 
the best argument may be placed with someone who does not manage to respond all 
discussions.   
 
In Gregersen’s opinion, the level of activeness also plays an important role in the 
agenda setting of Concord Denmark. Some members put more resources into the work 
of influencing the network’s agenda than others. Gregersen describes this as a fair deal 
but does not say whether the effort pay off in order to obtain influence (Interview 
Concord DK:206). In addition to this, the terms of who get to join meetings and speak 
at conferences as representatives for Concord, depend on who has the required 
knowledge and also the amount of work that the member organization has put into the 
case (Interview Concord DK:209). Thereby the ability to engage time and human 
capacity is important in order to play a part in the work of Concord Denmark as well as 
the knowledge-based resources. In the case of LS, Olsen states that the organization’s 
contact person does not spend much time on Concord Denmark, since it is not possible 
for him (Interview LS 2:191). On the other hand, Olsen outlines that LS has not had 
much use of its membership in the network. This is partly because the aid of Concord 
Denmark has only been necessary in order to write various applications for funding, but 
also because Olsen finds the network inefficient: 
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“There was too much talking and not enough action.” (Interview LS 2:192)  
 
Thus, LS has deliberately placed its sparse human resources in other networks than 
Concord, which implies that they are strategic in their consideration of where to engage. 
There are still other members of Concord Denmark who are more active in this network. 
Gregersen mentions how the general secretary of IBIS is the second chair in Concord 
Denmark and is seated in workgroups in Concord Europe. IBIS thus uses relatively 
more resources and are more engaged in this network than LS and is active in both 
Concord Denmark and Concord Europe (Interview Concord DK:200). 
 
In this regard, it is possible to identify a discrepancy with the democratic ideal since a 
small NGO with a low level of human resources may be less capable of affecting the 
agenda even though their arguments may be the most valid. Gregersen claims that there 
is a big difference in being a small or a big and resourceful NGO in Concord Denmark. 
LS and other small NGOs use Concord as capacity building and use the resources and 
knowledge of Concord to support their own issues (Interview Concord DK:207). The 
big NGOs have better opportunity to use their resources to influence on key issues in 
the network since they have manpower enough to attain many different work groups 
etc. (Interview Concord DK:207). On the other hand, as the example of LS shows, some 
of the member organizations may not wish to engage deeply in the agenda setting but 
only make use of the capabilities of Concord Denmark in certain occasions.  
 
The same could be said about Concord Europe, as Johansen emphasizes that the 
national platforms have different roles in the network. Some are only part of the 
network in order to gain knowledge while others, like Concord Denmark, play a more 
active role and contributes in the definition of the structures of the network (Interview 
Concord Europe:227).  
 
“But that is always a balance … how much you participate to gain knowledge 
yourself, or how much you participate to contribute. And it is very different from 
member to member, where Concord Denmark is one of the very active national 
platforms.” (Interview Concord Europe:228) 
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According to Johansen, this is often a matter of the number of fulltime employees since 
this can set a limit to the amount of time which can be spend on issues regarding the 
European network (Interview Concord Europe:226p). This contradicts the democratic 
ideal, as the unevenness in the size of the national platforms prevents the creation of a 
room for rational communication.  
 
Aldereguia does not point to a certain level of activeness as a necessity in order to affect 
the agenda of LDRAC. It should be noted that he states that NGOs have to be engaged 
and pro-active if they want a seat in the work groups, cf. 5.1 (Interview LDRAC:286). 
Thus, the access to the advisory council depends on a certain activity level, while the 
further work is close connected to the previous mentioned institutionalized inequality. 
  
The agenda-setting internally in the networks are not only based on institutionalized 
setups and economic resources, but the human resources and capacity of time to engage 
in discussion is of great relevance as well. Especially in Concord Europe, Concord 
Denmark and SAR is the level of activity determining for the contribution to the 
agenda-setting, while the level of human resources for members of LDRAC is more 
closely linked with the access to the advisory council, cf. 5.1. In the matter of agenda-
setting, it is equally important to look into the final purpose of the process. In the ideal 
of deliberative democracy, the importance of reaching consensus through the means of 
communicative action is fundamental. By creating room for communicative rationality 
in the process of agenda-setting, the transformative capacity of a discussion should be 
secured, making it possible to reach consensus based on rational arguments.  
5.2.3 Reaching an Agenda 
In reaching an agenda in the networks, consensus is an essential part of the ideal of 
deliberative democracy. The consensus-oriented dialogue does not seek to reach an 
agreement that is based on aggregated will but is focused on a dialogue that continues 
until everyone can agree to the rationality and truthfulness of the agreement, cf. 4.4. It 
must be pointed out, that a compromise can be accepted if a political decision contains a 
time limit, but the dialogue and further development towards reaching a consensus must 
be continued, cf. 4.4. 
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Consensus in agenda-setting could be argued to exist in SAR, since the members of this 
network are gathered around common interests, and so initiates their collaboration on 
common grounds. However, Stockhausen from SAR does not express in detail, how 
decisions internally in the network are reached (Interview SAR). Thus, it is not possible 
to determine whether or not the ideal of a consensus-making process is reached, but one 
must conceive that it is possible to reach consensus, as the network is based on common 
ground.  
 
This ideal form of agenda-setting is not present in Concord Europe, as the agenda 
within this network is based on voting, and thus the majority rule. Johansen from 
Concord Europe however states, that on issues with too much disagreement within the 
network they do not take a common position. 
 
“Because we have so many members, and there is a big difference between those, 
sometimes we cannot agree. For example reproductive, sexual rights. There is a 
lot of south European countries who do not think, that abortion or birth control is 
worth mentioning. So on that issue we do not take a position.” (Interview 
Concord Europe:225) 
 
Concord Europe would rather choose to have no position on an issue than reach a weak 
compromise. Even though the voting system within Concord Europe indicates that they 
work compromise-based instead of trying to reach consensus, the notion of them being 
able to dismiss issues where the disagreement is too vast implies that it is not a simple 
majority rule that approves the agenda. Disagreements on controversial topics like 
abortion and agriculture can at any time be re-considered (Interview Concord DK:204; 
Interview Concord Europe:225), which indicates a development towards reaching 
potential common grounds. The ideal of consensus concerning agenda-setting is thus 
not expressed in Concord Europe, but on the other hand there is an attempt of reaching 
as far as possible on building common grounds and so set an agenda through 
compromise. The ideal of an indefinite continuation of arguments is thus in accordance 
with the internal communication of Concord Europe, which creates room for the 
acceptance of a temporary compromise, cf. 4.4. 
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Aldereguia from LDRAC states that the recommendations they produce: “(…) has to be 
agreed by all the members” (Interview LDRAC:285), why LDRAC operates with 
seeking consensus in their internal agenda-setting. This is supported by Aldereguia’s 
strong emphasis on finding the best argument when producing recommendations for the 
Commission: 
 
“So every single decision is going to be taken under the basis of the ‘better 
science possible’.” (Interview LDRAC:295) 
 
However, even if the arrangements of agenda setting are based on seeking consensus, 
the institutionalization of the process could be argued to break with the ideal, as the 
method of reaching consensus is based on voting. The seats in LDRAC are divided with 
60 % of the seats for the industry and 40 % for NGOs (Interview LDRAC:289). This 
implies that coming to a vote, the industry is necessarily the majority. Due to this power 
balance the industry can undermine a consensus-based discussion. The rationality of 
argumentation is however based on science in LDRAC and so the NGOs have a 
possibility of producing the best argument and thereby influencing the agenda-setting in 
LDRAC. In this aspect the ideal is achieved, as Aldereguia argues that the best 
argument wins in the discussion (Interview LDRAC:295). But it is not possible to 
determine whether or not this actually applies in the agenda-setting process, or if it is 
just Aldereguia’s conviction of the process. The production of science also depends on 
resources and the lack of economic and human resources compared to the industry 
might be an obstacle in producing the most valid science for NGOs. Therefore we 
cannot conclude whether or not the agenda setting in LDRAC is in accordance with the 
ideal of consensus or compromise entailing the continuation of argumentation.   
    
According to the democratic ideal, an agenda-setting process should be an 
institutionalized procedure that secures an equal and consensus-seeking dialogue 
between all of its members. Generally, the procedure for agenda-setting in the networks 
is institutionalized ensuring all members right to participate. But the ability to 
participate is differentiated due to different levels of resources and capacities in the 
networks. Thus, the equality of participation in the agenda-setting is not achieved as a 
result of the necessity of activity and to a lesser extend economic resources. Only in 
LDRAC is the formalization a great problem, since the inequality is institutionalized in 
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the voting system. This inequality of participation in the internal agenda-setting affects 
the possibilities of the ideal of the better argument to come forth, which is a basic 
condition for the communicative rationality to exits. The consensus-based dialogue is 
emphasized as an important aspect of the ideal, but even though all of the manners in a 
way work towards a consensus, the formalized conditions of LDRAC and practical 
consideration in Concord entails a compromise-orientation and thus contradicts the 
ideal goal of dialogue.  
 
5.3 Access 2nd Level  
In this section follows an analysis of the networks’ access to the European Union as 
well as the NGO Danish Society for a Living Sea’s sole access to the European 
institutions. The conditions of access to the European institutions will be analyzed 
according to the ideal of equal access and equal opportunity of participation in the 
decision-making arena at EU level.   
 
The ideal relation between networks and the European institutions must be based on an 
institutionalized access to create equal access for all dedicated parties. It is emphasized 
in our democratic ideal that informal and not institutionalized access risks creating an 
unequal access. As established in section 4.4, NGOs should ideally be able to 
participate equally with networks, without regard to capacity, resources or size. The first 
level of access was examined in section 5.1, whereas this section will focus on access to 
the European institutions established through networks.   
 
3.5.1 Institutionalized and Informal Access  
All of the investigated networks seek to interact with and influence the European 
legislation process, which presupposes an access to the different EU institutions, see 
section 2.2. In order to decrease the democratic deficit in the EU different initiatives 
have been made to improve transparency and openness to the decision-making 
procedures. This is seen in the White Paper on European Governance where the 
European Commission has expressed a wish to further include the civil society in policy 
formation and initiation (The European Commission 2001). Johansen from Concord 
Europe refers to the recent formation of the European Commission (EC) Policy Forum 
on Development as a result of this (Interview Concord Europe:245).  The Policy Forum 
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was established by the Commission through Europe Aid in 2013 and seeks to bring 
together the Commission, the European Parliament, EU delegations, civil society 
organizations, and organizations outside Europe in order to maintain an informal 
dialogue between the different actors within the subject of development (Cisoch). As 
Gregersen from Concord Denmark says: 
 
“The point is that they have created a forum for dialogue for civil society, which 
is an innovation at EU level.” (Interview Concord DK:212) 
 
Since Concord Europe is participating in the policy forum they facilitate an access to 
the EU institutions for the national platforms, as Concord Denmark. In this context 
Gregersen further emphasizes the importance of having a Brussels-based organization 
that can provide an on-going contact with the system of the European Union (Interview 
Concord DK:214p). The goal of the policy forum, to bring different actors together to 
discuss and debate about EU development policies, ensures an institutionalized access 
to the policy-making process. In this way the policy forum coincides with the 
institutional aspect of the ideal, since the access is sought ensured through institutions. 
Johansen emphasizes that the EC Policy Forum on Development is mostly characterized 
as a top-down communication:  
 
“(…) and then it is discussed, but it is a lot of information from the Commission to 
the civil society, and maybe not so much the other way around.” (Interview 
Concord Europe:245) 
 
This indicates that the policy forum rather generates a channel of information from the 
Commission than an access for NGOs to interact with the participating EU institutions. 
In this regard the EC policy forum may be useful in providing information about policy 
initiatives by the Commission, but does not allow for communicative rationalization. 
This will be further developed in section 5.4.2. Since the EC policy forum is an 
institutionalized forum of dialogue it corresponds with the ideal of institutionalizing a 
room for communicative action. However, it contradicts the ideal of institutionalizing 
all access, as the goal of the policy forum is to “maintain an informal dialogue” 
between the actors (Cisoch). An increased informal interaction among the actors risks 
giving preferential treatment to some actors and exclude others. It is a paradox to create 
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a formal forum with the aim of promoting further informal contact between the 
participating actors, which both differs and coincide with the ideal of 
institutionalization.  
 
The networks consider where to gain access to the agenda-setting in EU, as they 
strategically interact with the European institutions. Gregersen considers the European 
Parliament as easy to access:  
 
 “If you have a good case and you can your thing then it's pretty impressive what 
you can achieve in the European Parliament ... And I am actually close to saying 
that it is more accessible than the Danish Parliament (…)” (Interview Concord 
DK:214) 
 
The European Parliament were in the Lisbon treaty of 2010 given a significant position 
in the decision-making process, thus creating a different power balance between the 
institutions in the European Union, cf. 2.2. This is noticed by Gregersen, who stresses 
the impact for the NGOs: 
 
“(...) It is one of the innovations there was with the Lisbon Treaty, the Parliament 
has been given legislative powers to a lot of new areas. I would clearly think that 
it makes life a lot easier for organizations as us in relation to enter.” (Interview 
Concord DK:211) 
 
Gregersen thus considers the Parliament’s increased legislative power as a factor that 
has made it easier for the networks to access the decision-making process. Johansen 
further elaborates the access to the Parliament, by emphasizing the relation between the 
NGOs and MEPs: 
 
“One of the things we fear most is that the new Parliament (after EP-election may 
2014, ed.)  (…) becomes very closed, very right-winged or radical in some way, 
because right now it is our best alliance partner, no doubt.” (Interview Concord 
Europe:244) 
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Thus Concord seeks access primarily through the European Parliament. Stockhausen 
from SAR agrees that the access to the European Parliament is relatively easy to reach: 
 
“Well they are all official channels so you can always ask for meeting with a 
parliamentarian, you can always get in contact with a permanent representative 
of a member state.” (Interview SAR:260) 
 
He expresses a positive attitude towards the possibilities of gaining access to the 
European Parliament, where official meetings and thus formal and institutionalized 
contact is rather easy to obtain. However, Stockhausen further stresses that an MEP or a 
representative at any time can cancel or ignore formalized meetings due to shortage of 
time (Interview SAR:260). Thus, the institutionalized procedures of access can be 
undermined. He further refers to the formalized access to the Commission, which 
conduct impact assessments and stakeholder consultation before making a legislative 
proposal (Interview SAR:262). Consequently, there are institutionalized ways for 
different actors from the organized civil society to access the policy-making with inputs 
and opinions. Stockhausen also points out the informal channels of SAR’s access to 
European institutions: 
 
“(…) what happens on the corridors and if somebody goes for coffee in the lunch 
break or there is a seminar and you meet somebody you can say hello we have an 
idea, can we talk to you, here is our position paper and so on. This is not official 
but it’s happening everywhere.” (Interview SAR:261) 
 
He emphasizes the informal aspect of SAR’s work by pointing towards unofficial 
meetings. According to Stockhausen this is a big part of how the system works. He 
claims that it is not always the institutionalized ways that are the easiest way to gain 
access: 
 
“I don’t know what is easy (access, ed.) because easy could also be said to not 
using the institutionalized approaching to take my opinion into account, but this 
really much depend on the topic (…)” (Interview SAR:261) 
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Stockhausen thus points out that the EU is a complex and bureaucratic system, which 
can give rise to an informal contact. The informal ways can at times be easier to access 
than the formal and official meetings (Interview SAR:261). The manner in which SAR 
seeks access at European level entails both formal and informal connections, which is in 
contradiction to the deliberative ideal. If the channels of access are not institutionalized 
in an equal manner for all, the system risks giving preferential treatment to those, who 
know how to make use of informal contact. Consequently, there is a need for an 
institutionalization of access due to the extensive use of informal connections. 
 
SAR is both functioning as independent NGOs pressuring EU institutions, but is also 
seated in the working groups of LDRAC, cf. 3.2.1. Thus, SAR also has formal access 
through the advisory council. Aldereguia emphasizes the missing institutional link of 
LDRAC: 
 
“(…) Nowadays it depends more on persons (the commissioners, ed.) rather than 
the system. It is complicated. As I told you before, the fact to produce a 
recommendation does not mean that the European Commission has to accept it.” 
(Interview LDRAC:297) 
 
In this way the formalization of LDRAC as a dialogue forum is institutionalized, but the 
results of the debates does not have an institutionalized influence or impact. In 
opposition to a forum of dialogue as the EC policy forum, in which Concord 
participates, the LDRAC is an advisory council. This entails that the Commission and 
Parliament is not present as dialogue partners, but can utilize the recommendations of 
LDRAC in the decision-making process (Interview LDRAC). However, Olsen from LS 
emphasizes that LDRAC also completes the function as an information channel, just 
like the EC policy forum: 
 
“(…) (In LDRAC, ed.) people from the Commission show up and tell about how 
the situation is, and the personal contacts created at these meetings and 
exchanges of views between the official of the Commission and the members of the 
RACs has a greater importance than those things written in the formal counseling 
(…)” (Interview LS 2:186) 
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To sum up, both Concord and SAR - through the membership of LDRAC – have an 
institutionalized access directly to the Commission. Further, they also try to access the 
European Parliament using both formal and informal channels of access. 
Institutionalized channels and forums have been created for the networks and 
associations to reach the EU institutions, but despite of this development the informal 
communication dominates a great part of the relation. Since the not institutionalized 
access exists in great parts of the EU system, the risk of eliminating or favoring some 
networks are present and thus prevents an equal access. In this regard the access from 
the networks towards the EU institutions breaks clearly with the ideal of an equal access 
for all implicated actors. The following section will focus on NGO’s possibilities to 
access the EU as a sole actor in order to examine whether the democratic ideal is 
fulfilled in this aspect.  
5.3.2 NGOs as Sole Actors 
According to the ideal of deliberative democracy, it should be possible for a single 
NGO to participate in the EU decision-making on equal terms with resourceful 
networks, cf. 4.4. The vantage point of this study is the Danish Society of a Living Sea 
(LS), why it will also be the main focus of this investigation. LS is besides its access 
through networks also engaged in sole access to the EU institutions (Interview LS 2). 
First the section investigates the points, where LS identifies difficulties for itself as a 
small NGO, and how it perceives its possibility to reach the EU decision-making. 
  
According to Olsen the geographical distance, cultural differences and language barriers 
are some of the main reasons why it is hard to access the EU system (Interview LS 
2:191).  
 
“It is not that the system as such is complicated, it is because it is big and it is far 
from home.” (Interview LS 2:192) 
 
Since the EU is a constellation of 28 countries, cf. 2.2, it consists of a broad diversity in 
cultures and languages. LS only have Danish members, which may make it difficult for 
the organization to act within a system with many different cultural codes. Furthermore 
LS is based in Jutland in the Danish countryside, which creates a geographical barrier. 
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Furthermore, by using the example of the recent fisheries reform, Olsen states that it can 
be difficult to understand the EU system (Interview LS 2:191p).  
 
“It is a complicated game, all the bodies (The EU legislative institutions, ed.) who 
adds to each other and the rules there are.” (Interview LS 2:192) 
 
In connection to this, Olsen also identifies the lack of human resources as a limitation of 
LS’ possibility to access the EU system on its own (Interview LS:192). Since the 
decision-making of the EU is complex, cf. 2.2, it can be difficult for small NGOs with 
limited human resources to be informed on all aspects. Olsen mentions two ways that 
LS has sought to access the EU system on its own: through hearing statements and an 
application to financial support (Interview LS 2:176;190). He describes how LS once 
got a grant directly from the European Union, which confirms that there are ways to 
gain access. However, he points to the fact that it demanded a great amount of human 
resources. Therefore LS now only works through its networks (Interview LS 2:190).   
Consequently, Olsen perceives the networks as a central part of the access for small 
NGOs (Interview LS 2:191). He argues that there is an increased need for NGOs to act 
together in European networks, as the EU has grown bigger (Interview LS 2:191). In 
general this conflicts with the democratic ideal. The difficulties for a small NGO such 
as LS to access the EU system as a sole actor due to the excessive amount of 
information does not correspond with the ideal that all should have equal access. Since a 
small NGO fails to understand the complexity of the EU system, they cannot be 
perceived to be able to be a part of the decision-making process on equal terms with 
other actors. The complexity of the EU system thus limits the possibility for gaining 
access to the communication. 
 
On the other hand, it can be argued that is possible for large, transnational NGOs to 
seek access as a sole actor. In this regard it should be noted that Greenpeace has chosen 
not to be a part of LDRAC (Interview LDRAC:288). Aldereguia emphasizes that 
Greenpeace has a fairly huge human and economic capacity, which enables them to 
access the EU, working outside the institutionalized system (Interview LDRAC:289). 
 
“Greenpeace, they prefer to work alone. (…) Greenpeace doesn’t like to take 
seat around the table with RAC’s.” (Interview LDRAC:289) 
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Thereby Greenpeace has deliberately chosen not to participate in the formal access to 
the Commission (Interview LDRAC:288p). They thus operate as an independent NGO, 
trying to access the EU institutions unaided. Consequently, even though a formal forum 
has been institutionalized, there exist motives for the NGOs not to participate. In this 
regard an inequality is exposed between the different NGOs’ options of access since it 
must be perceived to be easier to obtain access to the decision-making process for a 
large NGO than for a small. This breaks with the ideal as the access of the NGOs 
becomes determined by their size.  
 
Generally it must be said that the NGOs options to enter the EU decision-making as a 
sole actor are very small. Olsen states that the size and complexity of the EU system 
creates a necessity for the NGOs to organize themselves in networks. They do not have 
the resources needed in order to gain access by themselves (Interview LS 2:191). 
However some large NGOs such as Greenpeace are capable of acting alone since they 
have the needed capacities. NGOs’ access is thereby determined by their level of 
resources.  
5.3.3 Resources 
In the previous section it was recognized that it is difficult for NGOs to access the EU 
system without being part of a network. This was mostly due to a lack of resources, 
which is often the premise for a small NGO. Thereby the focus of the following section 
will be on whether the networks’ possibilities for gaining access are also defined by 
their capacities. If that is the case, it would not be in accordance with the ideal of 
deliberative democracy, since it emphasizes that all NGOs should be able to take part in 
the decision-making regardless of their individual resources. The following section will 
therefore investigate if there are certain resources that the networks perceive as relevant 
in order to obtain access to the EU system. 
 
The investigation of the capacities will begin by focusing on the importance of the 
personal aspect in the democratic process. In this regard, Stockhausen emphasizes 
personal relations as a way to obtain access (Interview SAR). He states that it is an 
advantage to have a good personal relationship with MEPs, since if they do not like 
GS-B, ISG! ! ROSKILDE UNIVERSITY!
  FALL 2013 
! 85 
either the NGO or the person taking contact, it is difficult to approach them (Interview 
SAR:261): 
 
“If they are not in a good mood or they don’t like you or some NGOs (…) they can 
always deny and say I have no time …” (Interview SAR:261) 
 
In addition to this, Olsen says that the greatest advantage of being a part of LDRAC is 
not the formal output of the network, but the meetings with the officials of the 
Commission (Interview LS 2:188).   
 
“The personal contacts of those meeting and the exchange of opinions between the 
Commission’s officials and the members of the RAC that is what I think is of far 
greater importance than the things that are written down in the more formal 
counseling.” (Interview LS 2:188)   
 
Thereby the membership of LDRAC may prove to be more powerful in creating access 
to the EU system through informal rather than formal ways. As mentioned in section 
5.3.1, the EC Policy Forum aims at enhancing the informal dialogue between actors on 
the issue of development (Cisoch). This suggests that the institutional setup seeks to 
improve the personal relations, and thus foster a better informal communication. The 
paradox of institutional forums enhancing the informal channels is in clear contradiction 
to the ideal of deliberative democracy, as elaborated in section 5.3.1. Further, the aim to 
intensify personal relations expose a need of social capacity to access the EU 
institutions.  
 
Another important social capacity is that of nationality, which was also addressed 
through the interview with Olsen in the previous section. Stockhausen and Johansen 
describe how both SAR and Concord Europe strategically seek to address the MEPs 
through contact persons of their own nationality (Interview SAR:260, Interview 
Concord Europe:244). In order to access the democratic system of the EU, it is thereby 
seen as an advantage for a network to contain a wide range of employees of different 
nationalities. Since this capacity also applies to the issue of agenda-setting, it will be 
further elaborated in section 5.4.1. 
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The importance of the personal aspect contradicts with the ideal of deliberative 
democracy, which stresses that equal access ought to be institutionalized, cf. 4.4. 
Thereby personal relations and common nationality should not be able to affect whether 
networks and NGOs get to be a part of the decision-making. 
 
Another important factor, which can secure a network access to the EU decision-
making, is that it can be said to represent a large part of the civil society. Johansen states 
that the Commission seeks to include Concord Europe on issues regarding development, 
as they perceive the network as a representative of the civil society’s opinion on the 
subject (Interview Concord Europe:245): 
 
“It is not a problem for Concord to be heard, but I actually think that the problem 
of many other civil society actors is to be heard.” (Interview Concord 
Europe:245) 
 
On Concord Europe’s last general assembly, it was established that the network now 
represents over 2000 organizations (Interview Concord Europe:224). In Johansen’s 
opinion, the numerous members is the main reason for the advantageous position of 
Concord Europe: 
 
“It is a way to channel everything and say you cannot reach the entire civil 
society, but you can reach us, who speak on its behalf.” (Interview Concord 
Europe:224) 
 
In addition to this, Stockhausen describes how SAR also seeks to emphasize the fact 
that they are representative of many NGOs’ opinion, when the network wishes to access 
the EU decision-making (Interview SAR:259): 
 
“ (…) when we have position papers on a certain topic (…) to make it stronger to 
show the policymaker hey actually a big part of civil society is (…) behind this, we 
attach logos to this letter.” (Interview SAR:259) 
 
The logos show how many organizations are supporting SAR’s position, and in 
Stockhausen’s opinion a great number of these on a paper makes it more likely to reach 
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the EU institutions (Interview SAR:259). As the ideal of deliberative democracy builds 
on an understanding of an equal access for all NGOs, the easier access due to a big 
representativity differentiates the NGOs in a manner that breaks with the ideal. 
 
It order to access the process of EU decision-making it is also important to possess 
knowledge on specific issues. Stockhausen sees SAR’s position on the subject of 
fisheries policies as defined by their ability to provide science based arguments. He 
argues that this has provided them with a reputation that allows them to be taken into 
account by decision-makers on matters regarding fisheries (Interview SAR:266). The 
importance of having a reputation is also of great importance in order to affect the EU 
agenda-setting and will therefore be further investigated in section 5.4. In connection to 
the possibility to access the EU institutions, it is important to notice that the networks 
find it difficult to gain access to policy areas, which are not directly related to their main 
issue and where they therefore do not have a strong reputation. Gregersen states that 
Concord Europe has good access to the part of the Commission, which is concerned 
with development, but that this is not the case with the Commission in general 
(Interview Concord DK:211p).  
 
“I think that we have pretty good access. Especially through Concord Europe, not 
to the Commission as such, but to the part of the Commission, which deals with 
development …” (Interview Concord DK:211) 
 
Johansen identifies the same tendency (Interview Concord Europe:241). She describes 
how it can be difficult to meet with people from the Commission who are working with 
a subject such as trade, since they have very different opinions on the subjects: 
 
“We do not get along in the same way as with the people who share our opinions. 
So it is a bit more formal …” (Interview Concord Europe:241) 
 
Johansen adds to this by saying that when Concord Europe seeks to access a decision-
making process on a topic such as taxation, the network has to clarify that this is within 
their mandate to do so, due to the Lisbon Treaty (Interview Concord Europe:246p). 
According to Johansen, a company working with taxation does on the other hand have a 
clear mandate and is secured access from the start (Interview Concord Europe:247).  
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“If we come and do it (seek access ed.), we have to explain why a development 
organization comes and has an opinion on taxation.” (Interview Concord 
Europe:247) 
 
In her opinion, this is a problem since the topics of taxation and trade often is related to 
development issues (Interview Concord Europe:247p). She argues that there should be 
created mechanisms, which secure that networks are informed if there is a decision-
making process taking place in order for the networks to contribute with information 
and opinions that they find relevant (Interview Concord Europe:247). 
 
“It should not be us who walks around in order to get permission to ask (…) can 
we please write a hearing statement.” (Interview Concord Europe:247) 
 
In this regard, Johansen herself demands the institutionalization of the decision-making 
process, which is central in the democratic ideal. Stockhausen’s argumentation on the 
importance of being able to deliver scientifically based arguments and Concord’s 
experiences with seeking access to the areas of taxation and trade implies that it can be 
difficult to gain access to other policy areas. According to the democratic ideal, a 
network should not be restricted to have access only to one specific topic.  
 
In relation to Olsen’s notion of EU as a system, which can be difficult to understand, 
knowledge of the system can be perceived as an important capacity in order to gain 
access to the decision-making (Interview Concord Europe:249). In Johansen’s opinion, 
one of the main reasons for Concord to exist is to bring knowledge about the EU to 
NGOs (Interview Concord Europe:250): 
 
“(…) That is one of the reasons we exist, to possess the expertise on how to go 
through the EU, and that you can use the different institutions of the EU (…) to 
the work you do …” (Interview Concord Europe:250) 
 
She exemplifies this by focusing on a case, where Concord Denmark provided LS with 
information on how to seek access to the EU system. She considers it to be likely that 
LS would not have been able to gain access without the assistance of the network 
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(Interview Concord Europe:250). It is not in accordance with the ideal of deliberative 
democracy that the EU system is so complex that it demands great resources to 
understand it, as the ideal prescribes equal access for all affected.  
 
To sum up, the NGOs’ and networks’ access towards the EU institutions is defined by 
their level of resources, which consequently eliminates small NGOs as LS to seek 
access by themselves. LS aims to access the European Union through the membership 
of their three networks, as these possess a geographical better position, personal 
relations to actors in the institutions, a transnational capacity and knowledge of both the 
issue and the European Union’s complex system. These resources become important in 
the informal and not institutionalized channels of access, where some networks rely on 
representativity and reputation to gain access. The EU system both consists of formal 
and informal ways of gaining access, but the informal channels dominate. Since the 
informal access dominates the system, the resources get to play an important role. The 
exposed structure breaks clearly with the ideal, as the need for resources eliminates an 
equal access for all implicated. Further, the importance of institutionalizing access is 
emphasized in the ideal, whereas the dominating informal channels do not correspond. 
Even in the institutionalized forums of the EC Policy Forum on Development and 
LDRAC, a great advantage is to enhance the personal relations as a capability of the 
network.  
 
5.4 Agenda-setting in the EU 
The next step of the process will be addressed in this section, which seeks to investigate 
the possibilities for networks to communicate with the EU institutions in regards to the 
ability to impact the EU agenda. In the previous section it was established that an access 
to the policy-making of the EU is possible. Nevertheless, it was clarified that it is more 
difficult for NGOs, who is acting alone, than those who organize themselves in 
networks. For this reason the sole focus of this section will be on the networks. The 
purpose is to examine whether the ideal of deliberative democracy is fulfilled within the 
EU agenda setting, i.e. if the networks and the EU institutions’ communication in the 
process of decision-making are in accordance with the democratic ideal.  
 
In this understanding, the agenda-setting at EU level ought to be a process that is 
institutionalized in a manner that secures rational communication between affected 
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actors. This is the case since democratic legitimacy stems from this kind of 
institutionalized dialogue where decisions are made on the basis of communicative 
rationality. Furthermore it should entail a search for consensus in the decision-making 
and secure the possibility for an indefinite continuation of argumentation, cf. 4.4. 
 
5.4.1 Resources  
As argued in the former section, the networks’ resources and capacities are central for 
their ability to gain access to EU institutions, which breaks with ideal of deliberative 
democracy. This section will start by examining whether this is also the case on the 
subject of affecting the agenda at EU level. Thus it will outline the resources, which 
have been highlighted by the networks as important in obtaining an impact. The first 
will be the advantage of operating on two levels. 
 
In Gregersen’s view, on of Concords essential capacities is its structure as a multi-
leveled network: 
 
“(…) In reality it is a reflection, as I see it, of the EU’s structure … Really, if you 
want to affect decisions made by the EU, you have to be able to affect both the 
member state level and the Brussels level …” (Interview Concord DK:196) 
 
He argues that Concord is a strong organization in the way that it is not only placed in 
Brussels but also has national platforms in all member states, which seeks to influence 
the national level (Interview Concord DK:196). This capability allows Concord to 
pressure the decision-making process from various directions, i.e. to seek to affect both 
EU institutions and governments in member states.  
 
“I think you often forget that in reality at the end of the day it is the Council that is 
the strongest institution who makes decisions.” (Interview Concord DK:196)  
 
By this statement, Gregersen puts emphasis on the importance of seeking influence also 
on the national level, since the Council consists of representatives from the national 
governments. Johansen agrees with this argument: 
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“(…) It is often the member states who blocks certain things as a matter of fact … 
so working in the member states is essential in order to change certain things in 
the EU.” (Interview Concord Europe:223) 
 
An important capacity of the networks is thereby the ability to put pressure on national 
governments when seeking to affect the EU agenda. Some networks clearly aim for 
advantage through this capacity in the construction and structure of the network as 
Concord Europe (Appendix 15), while Seas At Risk (SAR) as an association is capable 
of putting pressure on the national level through their national members. Thereby, in 
order for the democratic ideal to be fulfilled, there ought to be secured institutionalized 
equal opportunity for all networks to affect the national level in regard of EU policy. 
However the study has not examined the conditions of domestic agenda setting and can 
therefore not conclude on this issue. However, since it can be advantageous for the 
networks to have a multileveled structure in order to be able to impact the agenda-
setting of the EU system, the democratic ideal is not fulfilled. In the understanding of 
deliberative democracy, it should be possible for all stakeholders to discuss the agenda 
on equal terms, since decisions should be a result of the best argument and not of the 
networks ability to act on multiple levels.  
 
In relation to this, a variety of nationalities within a network are another important 
resource in the matter of affecting the EU agenda. Johansen states that the members of 
the European Parliament often have a national feeling, which makes them more 
approachable to people of their own nationality (Interview Concord Europe:244).  
 
“(…) I do not really think that people who are elected (to the European Parliament 
ed.) ought to have national interest, but they do. So that is also something you can 
use … right … your nationality.” (Interview Concord Europe:244)  
 
Johansen claims that when presenting an opinion to a MEP, it is seen as an advantage to 
be accompanied by a national contact. According to Stockhausen from SAR, it is also 
beneficial to seek contact with policymakers of your own nationality since this reduces 
language barriers: 
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“(…) For example I go to German ones and others go to UK or where they are 
from, it is easier of course if you can talk in your mother language …” (Interview 
SAR:260) 
 
Nevertheless he emphasizes that most people speak English, why it is not a necessity to 
share nationality, but it is however a great advantage (Interview SAR:260). The 
emphasis on nationality supports the argument of the significance of the personal 
aspect, which was put forth in section 5.3. Here a good personal relationship with the 
MEPs was described as a mean to obtain access to the decision-making process. 
Johansen describes how this is also the case in agenda setting (Interview Concord 
Europe:244). She sees it as a clear advantage if it is possible to find someone within 
Concord Europe who has a personal relationship with the MEP, who the network seek 
to affect: 
 
“You always try to bring some national contact with you. Otherwise it will be to 
try and see if someone has a more informal relationship, because it is also more 
informal, if I meet with a Danish MEP than if I meet with one who is not Danish.” 
(Interview Concord Europe:244) 
 
Thereby she stresses informality as an important aspect of affecting the EU agenda. It 
can thus be assumed that a network can be strengthened if it seeks to establish personal 
relations between its employees and the MEPs. This advantage of shared nationality and 
personal relations in order to affect the agenda-setting in the EU does not correspond 
with the ideal of deliberative democracy. Instead of the inter-subjective communication, 
which is highlighted in the ideal, it is the subjective feelings of the MEPs that affect the 
decision-making.   
 
Stockhausen adds a good reputation to the line of resources, which are an advantage in 
order to affect the EU democratic process (Interview SAR:14). He describes how SAR 
has developed a positive reputation by providing continuous solid scientifically 
grounded arguments: 
 
“We are doing really good scientific background research (…) And by this we are 
credible …” (Interview SAR:265) 
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On the matter of getting a good reputation, Stockhausen’s main focus is on providing 
solid scientific material to present to the EU institutions (Interview SAR:265). Thereby 
scientific knowledge concerning the issues to be decided upon can also be considered to 
be an important resource in order to affect the agenda setting. He argues that even small 
actors with few resources can have great impact if their reputation allows it (Interview 
SAR:265). In regard to the democratic ideal, the existence of a reputation should not be 
as important as the rationality behind the argumentation. Nevertheless the importance of 
scientifically based arguments in the EU system could be argued to correspond well 
with the ideal of a certain generality in the arguments in a rational communication, since 
it could help to enhance the subjectless discussion as the focus is on the issue.  
 
Additionally, Stockhausen states that in order to further strengthen proposed arguments, 
it is relevant to join coalitions such as OCEAN2012, since it makes you a representative 
of a larger part of the civil society: 
 
“(…) scientific credibility of the arguments and big representation of member 
groups behind you that is how you reach influence.”  (Interview SAR:265) 
 
He exemplifies how a coalition between OCEAN2012 and a number of large NGOs 
have become a trademark in the Parliament on the issue of the fishery reform (Interview 
SAR:265). This relates to Johansen’s understanding of Concord Europe and their 
numerous member organizations. In her opinion, Concord Europe is an established actor 
on the development area and is perceived by the Commission as representative of the 
civil society on the subject since they consist of more than 2000 member organizations 
(Interview Concord Europe:196). This could be argued to pose a problem for the 
individual member organizations and the representation of the individual issues in 
Concord Europe, as elaborated in section 5.2, but it also secures Concord Europe a say 
in the decision-making process on the topic of development.  
 
The examples given by Stockhausen and Johansen show that it is important for the 
networks to represent a great number of organizations in order to put more value behind 
their arguments. This is not in accordance with the ideal, since it emphasizes a 
collective will that is merely the aggregated will of the citizens, and has not been 
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developed and elaborated through the transformative capacity of communicative 
rationality, cf. 4.1.3. Thus, the system should not only evaluate the networks due to their 
representativity, but must facilitate and seek a constant dialogue. Further, the large 
representation does not ensure a big support to the issues. When asked whether LS 
might indirectly support issues that are beyond their focus on fisheries due to their 
membership of Concord Europe, Olsen states, “I have no clue” (Interview LS 2:189). 
The way of accessing the Concords thus entails that LS lend voice to the entire interest 
of Concord Europe even though they are not always aware of the issues they represent.     
What applies to Concord Europe and SAR is the notion that navigation in the EU 
system is resource demanding, and the “currency” in this sector besides beneficial 
structure, informal relations and good reputation, is knowledge of the system (Interview 
Concord DK:217). This does not apply to LDRAC, as the position as an advisory 
council grants an institutionalized access to the Commission, cf. 5.3. However, it must 
be emphasized that as SAR is a member of LDRAC, the mentioned demands on 
resources apply to their members. The knowledge of the system as a resource has 
already been analyzed upon in regard to obtaining access to the system, cf. 5.3, but it is 
also important in order to affect the legislation. As Gregersen from Concord Denmark 
points out:  
 
“This is where we really have the opportunity to do something, because we 
sometimes have an expertise, which means we can provide suggestions… but it is 
really technical.” (Interview Concord DK:217) 
 
Their knowledge of the highly technical EU system confirms the function of the 
networks, since they know how to navigate to impact the legislation. This resource of 
knowing how to navigate in a complex system further emphasizes the value of informal 
communication. However, the informal aspect is not in accordance with the ideal of 
deliberative democracy, as the process needs to be institutionalized, as elaborated in 
5.3.1. The outlined resources are important in order to affect the agenda setting of the 
EU, but the economic capacity of the corporate sector is also considered to be a difficult 
challenge. Johansen states that it is particularly difficult to affect the agenda on areas 
such as taxation, trade and agriculture since these are issues that attract a large number 
of lobbyists (Interview Concord Europe:246). She presents an example on a taxation 
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case, where Concord managed to make the Commission adopt initiatives, since the large 
mining companies did not pay enough attention to the process: 
 
“We took them by surprise and that was our luck. Because if they had joined the 
battle from the beginning, we would have lost.” (Interview Concord Europe:247) 
 
This example underlines the power of the lobbying-industry is these areas, but also 
emphasizes the importance of being informed of future proposals in the EU system and 
thus knowledge as a resource. Still, the industry with the massive economic capacity has 
the power to dominate the legislation in certain areas, where Concord Europe lack the 
possibility for lobbying to the same extent. Gregersen agrees and adds: 
 
“The lobby industry is extremely big and we are very small in this relation (…) So 
there is a power balance, which is completely insane.” (Interview Concord 
DK:215) 
 
In the decision-making process, a network the size of Concord Europe can thereby be 
considered a minor actor compared to the companies who can afford a much larger scale 
of lobbying (Interview Concord DK:215). However, this depends on the issues. 
According to Stockhausen, it would also be difficult for SAR to match the economic 
capacities of the large companies (Interview SAR:269), but he adds that SAR is in a 
privileged position, as corporate lobbyists do not dominate the field of fishery policies 
remarkably. 
 
“(…) Fisheries have a strong lobby, but I think we are still in a fortunate position 
compared to others.” (Interview SAR:269) 
 
Stockhausen thus recognizes that lobbying is a part of impacting the legislation, and the 
economic resources of the large companies are perceived as a challenge regarding the 
networks’ ability to affect the agenda of the EU. This also constitutes a clear break with 
ideal of equal possibility of impact for all actors. Further, it is worsened by the 
corporations’ domination in the field in which the organized civil society should be able 
to impact. It is important that the NGOs can affect the decision-making process, as they 
should conduct a dialogue based in communicative rationality.  
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This section has clarified a line of discrepancies with the democratic ideal. First of all, 
the fact that the networks cannot rely exclusively on the rationality of their 
argumentation, but need to build up a wide range of resources in order to affect the EU 
agenda setting. Secondly, that the economic resources of the large companies often pose 
a problem in the democratic process, as they create an uneven power balance, which is 
difficult for the networks to challenge. In this regard, the ideal of deliberative 
democracy is far from fulfilled. Instead, a fundamental need for an institutionalized 
room of rational communication is exposed. The next part will investigate the 
institutionalization of the EU decision-making in order to identify where it breaks with 
the democratic ideal and thereby fail to make it possible for actors of the process to 
communicate in a manner that is intersubjective and based on rationality. 
5.4.2 Communication 
According to Olsen from LS, the manner in which the NGOs organize themselves in 
networks are a natural consequence of the supranational decision-making institutions of 
the European Union: 
 
“The EU breeds this kind of organizations (networks, ed.), which are a condition 
to achieve influence.” (Interview LS 2:191) 
 
The access from networks towards EU institutions is sought both through informal and 
formal ways, where the creation of dialogue forums is an example of the latter. As 
mentioned in 5.3.1, the creation of the European Commission (EC) Policy Forum on 
Development, where the Commission, the Parliament and the organized civil society 
meet to discuss development issues, is an attempt to promote the interaction through 
institutionalization of the dialogue. However Johansen from Concord Europe perceive 
the meetings as more of a top-down process:  
 
“But it is a lot of information from the Commission towards the civil society, and 
maybe not so much response the other way around.” (Interview Concord 
Europe:245) 
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A top-down process is in strong contradiction to the ideal of communicative action, 
where the equal access to a communicative process rather must secure a bottom-up 
trend, since this is more likely to create equal conditions of all actors to participate in 
the rational communication. The EU institutions should be open towards the opinion of 
the NGOs in an including dialogue as to reach a collective decision, cf. 4.3. If the 
Commission dominates the communication in the EC Policy Forum the possibility of 
creating a mutual understanding is difficult. In the opinion of Gregersen the 
institutionalization of a policy forum to increase the dialogue with civil society is 
further challenged by the fact that the EU is still very bureaucratic:  
 
“I do not think that if you came in off the street and to participate in EC Policy 
Forum, four power point speakers, budget support, programming somewhere (…) 
It would not make any sense (...) so we are pleased for the initiative, but the 
format of it is still very heavy...” (Interview Concord DK:210) 
 
Thus, the institutional setup to create a dialogue is still conditioned by a necessary, 
previous knowledge, as mentioned in 5.4.1. In this context the system can in spite of an 
improved openness make it difficult for all actors to participate. However, Johansen 
underlines that it is not a problem for Concord Europe to be heard by the Commission: 
 
"It is not a problem for Concord to be heard, but I actually think that it can be a 
problem for many other civil society actors to be heard." (Interview Concord 
Europe:245) 
 
Even though Concord’s capacity of knowledge of the system removes a barrier towards 
communicating with the EU institutions, the function of the EC Policy Forum as an 
information channel rather than an institutionalized room for dialogue defines a break 
with the ideal. Following the deliberative democracy, an institutional dialogue, where 
opinion and arguments can be put forward and be rationally discussed based on validity 
claims, cf. chapter 4, constitutes the legitimacy of the democratic system. If the EC 
Policy Forum rather functions as an information channel than as a room for dialogue, 
the strengthening of the EU democratic legitimacy is not achieved.  
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The same problem is present in the institutionalization of LDRAC. Even though the 
Commission has created LDRAC as an advisory council, the recommendations created 
in this forum does not have an automatic impact on the decision-making process 
(Interview LDRAC:297). Aldereguia underlines that the commissioner alone decides 
whether or not a recommendation is utilized: 
 
“The fact to produce a recommendation does not mean that the European 
Commission has to accept it. (…) So now it depends a lot on the person of the 
European Commission rather that the European Commission itself.” (Interview 
LDRAC:297) 
 
Hence, the present commissioner can at any time choose to ignore a recommendation 
produced and formulated in a dialogue of stakeholders. The institutionalization of 
LDRAC has thus not secured the dialogue an impact to the decision-making process, 
but only ensuring the dialogue to take place. Roughly speaking, LDRAC can be 
conceived as an information channel, since the commissioner is not obliged to respond 
nor consider the recommendation created. Like in the case of the EC Policy Forum on 
Development, the consequence of the forums of dialogue working as information 
channels is a break with the democratic ideal. Legitimacy in the political process stems 
from the use of inter-subjective reasons where the mutual understanding arises through 
dialogue, cf. chapter 4. Since the institutionalized access can be characterized as a one-
way communication, it carries a risk that the possibility to create mutual understanding 
and transformative capacity of discussions is limited, cf. 4.3. 
  
However, Olsen from LS points out that the new Common Fishery Policy, currently 
being discussed in the EU institutions, proposes the inclusion of the RAC’s in the 
implementation phase: 
 
“Now something is happening with the new fishery reform, where something is 
changed for the RACs (...) Their function will to a greater extend by executive, 
where we earlier only have advised.” (Interview LS 1:158) 
 
If this is the case, the change in balance between the Commission and LDRAC will 
probably be executed in a different institutional setup that eliminate some of the 
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democratic problems explicit in this analysis. Further, it has been proposed to change to 
seats of the executive committee to the division 60 % of the seats to the industry and 40 
% to the civil society organizations (Interview LDRAC:287). 
 
In 5.3 it was outlined that a great part of the access from networks towards EU 
institutions is based on informal connections.  Informal communication is a big part of 
Concord’s means to impact legislation due to the institutionalized practice of the 
bicameral procedure, where the European Parliament and the Council normally does not 
communicate, c.f. 2.2. Johansen from Concord Europe underlines the gap of the 
institutional setup as an advantage for the NGOs in the negotiation process in order to: 
 
“… take advantage of the fact that they can’t talk to each other and that they both 
have decision... competences. This room we can use to get our positions located 
as much as possible, and show support to the things we consider relevant and 
fight if we think that there is something really bad in the negotiations.” (Interview 
Concord Europe:20) 
 
In that way Johansen emphasizes the informal contact with the two institutions, where 
Concord Europe play a strategic role trying to get access in order to influence the 
decision-making process. This gap created by the institutionalized and formal process of 
the ordinary bicameral procedure, c.f. 2.2, opens an opportunity for Concord to reach an 
impact on the EU agenda-setting. Thus, the formal structure of the decision-making 
process breaks with ideal institutionalization of the decision-making procedure, since it 
creates a room for informal connections. The room left open between the 
institutionalized procedures of policy-making of the Commission and the Parliament 
together with the division of power between the institutions enables an informal contact 
where the communication takes a strategic form. This effective and goal-oriented 
strategic communication reflect the one that takes place in Habermas’ conception of the 
system, and can thus be said to colonize the rationalization of NGOs. In this way, the 
NGO no longer rationalize arguments due to the most valid argument, but emphasizes 
the strategic connection and communication of the system. Thus, the institutionalization 
of the formal decision-making procedure of the European Union forces the NGO to set 
aside the communicative rationality. Compared to the democratic ideal, this is a severe 
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misconstruction of the institutions that creates unequal possibilities to impact the EU 
agenda-setting. 
 
Stockhausen from SAR also underlines the strategic action, which an NGO needs to use 
in order to impact the EU decision-making: 
 
“(…) If you would only concentrate in the Commission, you will have a perfect 
proposal that you would not know what the Council or Parliament would do with 
afterwards … If you only work with Parliament, you do not know what the 
Commission has created before (…) Also afterwards, the council and the 
Parliament has to talk to each other. So if you only present it to the Parliament, 
you do not know what the Council will make up of it.” (Interview SAR:263) 
 
Stockhausen emphasizes the need to work with all three decision-making institutions, 
mentioned in relation to the structure of a network 5.4.1. The triangulation of the EU 
institutions, demand that the NGOs have knowledge of the system, cf. 5.4.1, and acts 
strategically depending on which stage the topic is dependent. This also means, that an 
NGO seeking to impact the agenda-setting must enjoy connections with all three EU 
institutions: 
 
“Because they have to compromise … So by now, you always have to talk to all 
actors.” (Interview SAR:263) 
 
As mentioned in 5.4.1 the structure of networks to pressure the whole EU system is 
essential. However, this also demands of the NGOs to consider their actions 
strategically in order to obtain impact on the EU agenda. As mentioned before, this 
eliminates the possibility of a transformative capacity through dialogue, since the 
strategic rationality is based in efficiency and goal-orientation and not consensus 
seeking.  
 
In regard to the ideal of an indefinite continuation of argumentation, which is the 
condition of accepting a contemporary compromise, cf. 4.3.4, the EU system’s 
bureaucracy is problematic. This is shown in the recent procedure to reform the 
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Common Fishery Policy, which has been three years underway (Interview LS 1:198). 
Olsen from LS comments on the somewhat slow process: 
 
“Something like this fishery reform that now has been negotiated for I don’t how 
many years. (…) And before you know, there are a lot of authorities involved and 
it is a complicated game, all the bodies (The EU legislative institutions, ed.) who 
adds to each other and the rules there are. This is what makes it difficult.” 
(Interview LS 2:192p) 
 
The process of the Common Fisheries Policy shows the complex bureaucratic system, 
which is making reforms and reconsiderations of policies rather difficult. This is not in 
accordance with ideal, where it is emphasized that in order to accept compromises, an 
indefinite dialogue, or at least the possibility to resume the dialogue easily, must be 
present. Stockhausen from SAR confirms the lack of the possibility for an indefinite 
continuation of argumentation, as he states:   
 
“(…) once the Commission has put something out it is a Commission proposal 
and there is nothing you can do.” (Interview SAR:262)  
    
This expressed lack of options for the networks to influence the agenda after the 
Commission has set forth proposals, complicates the indefinite continuation of 
argumentation. Even though it has been shown that the networks also addresses the 
Council and the Parliament in order to obtain impact on the EU agenda, this rather 
defeatist statement relates to the difficulty of reaching access and influence on the 
agenda.  
 
To sum up, the ideal of deliberative democracy prescribes an institutionalized agenda-
setting that secures room for rational communication, where all actors have the 
possibility to affect the decisions being made and where the goal is to reach consensus. 
In the case of agenda-setting in the EU it is clear that the networks’ ability to participate 
is defined by their different levels of capacities. Furthermore an uneven balance of 
power between the networks and the industry is exposed, as the networks do not have 
the economic resources to match the industry. The reality thus breaks with the 
democratic ideal, as the inequality in capacities becomes defining for the amount of 
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impact the actors have on setting the agenda. Thereby the foundation of rational 
communication is not existent since the impact of the actors becomes defined by their 
resources rather than by the rationality of their argumentation. In addition to this it is 
clarified that the networks act strategic in order to affect the agenda-setting, which 
eliminate the possibility of a communicative rationality in their connection to the 
institutions of the European Union. Where the communicative rationality is based on the 
validity claims, cf. 4.3, the strategic communication of the system is efficiency- and 
goal-oriented and thus does not entail a transformative capacity. Further, the complexity 
and hence difficulty of resuming an argument on already decided upon issues breaks 
with the ideal, as an indefinite dialogue is not continued. There has thus been identified 
several procedures in which the reality does not live up to the ideal of the legitimacy 
being based in the communicative rationality of the popular sovereignty.  
!
!
!
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The starting point of this study was the changing political structures, which are seen as 
a result of globalization, cf. chapter 1. Within Europe, the emergence of the European 
Union has given rise to the question of whether democracy at a supranational level is 
possible. This chapter will discuss the conditions for democracy in the EU and reflect 
on the possibilities for procedures that legitimize democracy in supranational 
institutions. The inability of the EU to fully institutionalize a room for communicative 
rationality will be discussed. The analysis showed a dominance of informal 
communication, which is created through two major gaps in the EU institutions. This 
will be followed by a reflection of the limitation of the empirical data, which 
consequently constrains our possibility of gaining an understanding of the nature of 
rationality in the informal communication. The discussion will be based on the results 
from the previous analysis.  
 
Through the analysis it has become clear that many NGOs are focused on agenda-
setting at a supranational level and seek to gain access to this policy-making both 
indirectly through the national processes and directly at the supranational level. They 
organize in transnational networks since they recognize this to be the best way to access 
and affect the agenda-setting of the EU. As the EU is defined as a supranational 
political system, cf. 2.2, the concept of democracy can no longer be seen as solely 
attached to the sovereign state. The divided concept of democracy in the EU, with both 
sovereign states and the primacy of the EU legislation over national law, is seen 
reflected in the work of the networks investigated in this study. They seek to do 
advocacy work at both national and supranational level. The theory applied is developed 
in the context of the state, yet it was found applicable at the EU level. This is due to the 
theory’s focus on institutionalization, which is possible in the context of the EU since its 
treaties continuously institutionalize the decision-making process, cf. 2.2. However, the 
division of independent administrative bodies at both national and supranational level 
and the organized civil society’s work at both these levels were not found encompassed 
in Habermas’ democratic theory.  
 
Yet the general focus on the equal necessity of both an administrative system and an 
active and institutionalized public sphere is applicable when investigating the 
limitations of the inclusion of the organized civil society and determining whether the 
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procedures are democratic legitimate. In this study the issues concerning fisheries has 
been seen to be of importance to a variety of civil society actors. As an example, the 
effects of the Common Fisheries Policy on the third world has been an explicit reason 
for LS to work to gain influence on this policy (Interview LS 1). Thus a policy created 
in one political system can affect other systems, as the globalization has caused states 
and societies to be interconnected, cf. section 2.1.  
 
Democratic Legitimacy in the EU in the Realities Presented by ‘Governance’ 
With the ideal of equal importance of the institutionalized room for the public sphere 
and the administrative system, the understanding of legitimate democracy ought to 
reach beyond the elections to the European Parliament and the indirect elections to the 
Council. The legitimacy of the systems rationality in the administration should thus 
stem from the popular sovereignty created through the institutionalized public sphere, 
cf. 4.3.2. The representativity in the formal decision-making process is thus only part of 
the democracy. Of equal importance is the basis of the popular sovereignty. This shall, 
according to the ideal, be founded in an institutionalized dialogue of the public sphere 
based on communicative rationality that contains a transformative capacity and thus the 
possibility for reaching consensus, cf. 4.3. The transformative capacity of 
communicative rationality thus ensures the democratic legitimacy of the decision-
making process. There is recognized the need for inclusion of the variety of actors’ 
opinions in order to legitimize the complex policy-making institution of the 
interconnected world.  
 
The explicitness of not only NGOs, but also corporate powers and national parliaments, 
seeking influence on EU policy-making deems the realities of policy-making in the EU 
affected by the powers of governance. As NGOs and corporate powers seek to influence 
the policy-making as much as possible through informal channels, the policy-making is 
impacted from other directions than those based in the administrative system. The study 
exposes that the EU system consists of many different types of actors who are capable 
of operating at different levels of decision-making. According to the ideal of 
deliberative democracy, the NGOs’ role in the EU decision-making should not just be 
present but must be secured through institutionalized ways of access. Thus the EU 
needs to address the structures of governance by institutionally incorporating the NGOs 
in the democratic process. 
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Institutionalized Rationality 
As exposed in the analysis, the EU has created several institutionalized channels for the 
NGOs to gain access to the decision-making, i.e. hearing statements, the EC policy 
Forum and LDRAC, cf. 5.3. Yet it is established in the analysis that the NGOs and 
networks rather use the informal ways of seeking access than the formal. The informal 
relations thus dominate the interaction between the networks and the decision-making 
institutions of the EU, despite of the institutionalized openings for the NGOs to discuss 
the policies with the administrative system. Regarding the institutionalized access, the 
EU ensures a possible dialogue between the organized civil society and the institutions, 
yet the impact of this communication is not secured, cf. 5.4. Through the analysis it 
became evident that the commissioner can choose to ignore the recommendations 
proposed by LDRAC, and the EC Policy Forum is created to enhance the informal 
connection between the organized civil society and the policy-makers, thus it does not 
constitute a decision-impacting forum, cf. 5.4. Furthermore the hearing statements is a 
one-way communication and can therefore only be seen as including the organized civil 
society in a way that does not necessarily entail a dialogue with the implicated actors. 
What became evident in the analysis is that most of the institutionalized procedures for 
the NGOs to be part of the communication on policy issues is in the end based on 
informal relations to the policy-makers, cf. 5.4. Since the institutionalized forums does 
not necessarily affect the decision-making process, it could be argued, that it present 
incentives for the NGOs to seek other access channels.  
 
Institutional Gaps 
In the analysis there was identified various gaps in the institutional setup, which could 
explain this prevalence of informal connections. These gaps can be said to be twofold. 
First, it could be argued that the advantages of strategic rationality and personal, 
informal ties to the commissioners, MEPs and ministers of the Council upon which the 
institutional communication relies, forces the civil society to act upon these rationalities 
as well. This is evident in both the examples of LDRAC and the EC policy forum, 
where the actual impact is achieved through personal ties and informal communication, 
cf. 5.4. It thus seems that the actually institutionalized rooms for communicative 
rationality in fact imposes a strategic communication on the NGOs due to the way they 
have been institutionalized. As the organized civil society, through their engagement in 
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institutionalized forums, utilizes strategic communication in their interaction with the 
supranational institutions, it can be conceived as the system’s colonization of the 
lifeworld, cf. 4.1. The entire idea of institutionalizing a room for communicative 
rationality and dialogue between the institutionalized core of the public sphere and the 
administration of a supranational institution is thus rendered irrelevant. In this case the 
entire idea of involving NGOs as representatives of the civil society must therefore be 
said to have undermined itself in regards to the ideal of deliberative democracy, cf. 4.3. 
The institutionalized communication of the EU thus contradicts the ideal of 
institutionalizing a room in the system that secures the NGOs communicative 
rationality. Yet, it must be underlined that as this study does not investigate the 
rationality present in the EU system in the informal communication it cannot be 
concluded that communicative rationality indeed is not existent in the informal 
relations. Even without knowledge of how the argumentation is rationalized it must still 
be considered problematic that the institutionalization of communication is not founded 
on the ideals of consensus and thus communicative rationality.  
 
The second gap reveals how the very structure of the EU institutions creates a room for 
informal and strategic rationalized communication in the interaction between NGOs and 
the institutions. In the analysis the ordinary legislative procedure of decision-making in 
the EU was seen to create a room for informal connections. Johansen explains how 
Concord Europe takes advantage of the fact that the Parliament and the Council are 
prohibited from discussing their opinions during their readings of the proposal presented 
by the Commission, cf. 5.4.  It thus seems paradoxical that the institutionalization of the 
room for communication as well as the institutional relations of the administrative 
bodies of the EU create incentives for the NGOs to do their advocacy work through 
informal channels of action. There can thus be identified two major gaps in the 
procedures for engaging in dialogues based upon the ideal of communicative rationality 
in the EU.  
 
The equal importance of the administrative bodies, the Commission, the Parliament, and 
the Council, and the constitutionalized room for the communicative rationality of the 
public sphere in a democracy, as it is prescribed in the ideal, is therefore not a reality in 
the EU. It is not just the institutionalized room for communication that seems to 
colonize the lifeworld, but of more importance is the relationship between the 
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administrative bodies. The policy-making structures of the EU are seen to limit the 
possibilities for organized civil society to participate on equal terms. However, this 
study provides basis for a development of the institutionalization that ensures NGOs as 
a democratic link, since the procedures in which the problems arise are identified. Thus, 
deliberative democracy at a supranational level has a possibility to be developed if the 
supranational institution permits an opening.  
 
In analyzing the empirical data it became clear that Olsen believes that it is indeed 
possible for him and LS to gain access to the policy-making in the EU. There is thus a 
discrepancy between our findings and the explicit view of one of the interviewees. Still 
the other interviewees seem more discouraged with the organized civil society’s ability 
to impact the decision-making process in the EU. Olsen, whom is a pensioner working 
voluntarily in LS states that the EU institutions are very open and accommodating 
(Interview LS 1; Interview LS 2). The discrepancy in the opinions on the EU 
institutions’ openness amongst the interviewees seems to be rather paradoxical: the 
interviewees working fulltime on doing advocacy work in the EU, whom have a lot of 
capacities, both financial and by representing a lot of NGOs, believe it to be more 
difficult to get issues on the agenda-setting and conceive the EU to be a rather closed 
and bureaucratic system (Interview Concord Europe; Interview SAR; Interview 
LDRAC). The empirical data thus indicates that the more you know about the EU 
institutions, the less you believe it to be possible to affect them.  
 
The possibility for the NGOs to gain access to and impact the agenda-setting in the EU 
was sought to be understood in the light of the increased complexity in a globalized 
world and the notion of governance. The EU is a highly complex and developed 
supranational institution with an expressed intention to incorporate the civil society in 
the policy-making procedures. Thus, this study investigates the question of the 
democratic legitimacy of supranational institutions. This is based on the ideal of 
deliberative democracy and thereby on popular sovereignty founded in the 
institutionalized communicative rationality of civil society (NGOs) in the decision-
making process. What became evident in this study is that in order for other 
supranational institutions to be legitimate in light of Habermas’ ideal they need to not 
only institutionalize a room for communication with the civil society based on 
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consensus, but also to reform its own administrative bodies in a manner that does not 
invoke a strategic rationality in the NGOs.  
 
 
 
!
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In this study the access and communication between organized civil society and 
supranational institutions was investigated in order to define how these procedures are 
democratic. This was investigated through the example of the NGO the Danish Society 
for a Living Sea (LS) in the context of the European Union using a normative ideal of 
deliberative democracy. Through the investigation it became evident that a variety of 
NGOs seek to impact the decision-making process of the supranational EU institutions, 
and that EU seek to accommodate communication with the civil society actors. Yet, the 
analysis and discussion exposed that there is a paradox between the institutionalization 
of accommodating procedures and forums and the informal communication that these 
give incentive to. The institutionalized rooms for communication between the organized 
civil society and the EU institutions are thus reliant upon informal connections to the 
policy-makers.  
 
The EU has found it relevant to address the structural changes of governance. 
Nevertheless, the study clarifies how the institutionalization is incomplete, as it does not 
sufficiently institutionalize dialogue forums where communicative rationality can be 
possible. Thus, the insufficient institutionalization provides the NGOs with incentives to 
seek access through informal ways that does not allow equal participation. Due to the 
application of the normative ideal of deliberative democracy, the analysis has exposed 
that the institutionalized access can be conceived as permeable in certain parts of the 
process.  
 
Since the NGOs must organize themselves in networks in order to reach the EU 
institutions, the process of reaching decision-making can be understood as divided into 
two levels. The access at 1st level, perceived as the NGOs’ access to networks, is 
relatively easy considered the experiences of the Danish Society for a Living Sea. Their 
ability to take part in the agenda-setting internally in the networks exists, however, the 
uneven capacities of each NGO influence the power balance in the procedures of 
agenda-setting. Thereby, the networks can only to a certain extent be seen to represent 
the interests of the NGOs in connection with the supranational institutions of the EU. 
Nevertheless, LS and other NGOs still seek access through network, since access as sole 
actors is very difficult.  
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The 2nd level, perceived as the networks’ access to the EU decision-making process, 
poses more problems, as the informal channels of access dominate. This further 
emphasizes the importance of networks’ diverse resources, since these are highly 
influential when seeking access through non-institutionalized channels. Thereby the 
institutionalization of equal access for the networks, seeking to access the EU agenda-
setting, is not succeeded. In addition, the networks’ possibilities to affect the agenda-
setting in the EU is also defined by their different levels of capacities. Thus the equality 
within democratic communication cannot exist as their resources rather than the 
rationality of their argumentation define the impact of the networks. The EU institutions 
seek to engage in dialogue with the networks in a number of ways. However, the 
agreements reached in the dialogue forums do not necessarily impact the decision-
making process.  
 
Through the use of qualitative interviews we were thus able to identify the informal 
procedures for communication and their prevalence over the formal. Furthermore the 
crossreadings of the empirical data showed a discrepancy between the beliefs amongst 
our interviewees as to how open and accommodating the EU institutions are. The more 
knowledgeable they were of the system, the more difficult did they believe it to be.  
 
The findings of this study must be seen in the light of the critical theoretical approach, 
which this study has applied. A normative approach based on the ideal of deliberative 
democracy has been applied so as to define where the reality of the decision-making in 
the EU is not in line with this democratic understanding. Using such an ideal, the 
finding of an existing gap in the possibility for gaining access is seen as being 
problematic for the democratic legitimacy of the entire system. Furthermore the gaps 
identified might be problematic for other NGOs as well since they relate to the 
investigated procedures. The focus has therefore been on the procedures for gaining 
access to the communication and not on the quality of the communication itself. It has 
therefore not been possible for this study to conclude whether the communication 
between the civil society and the EU institutions is based upon the communicative 
rationality of the lifeworld or the strategic rationality of the system. In either case it 
must be seen as problematic that the communication is not institutionalized and not 
necessarily founded in the communicative rationality, as this is how a democratic 
institution can be fully legitimized.  
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Habermas’ theory on deliberative democracy is based on his communicative paradigm 
in which the rationalities of the communicative action are defined. By focusing on the 
procedures for accessing and communicating and not on the quality of the 
communication itself, it has been difficult to bring this part of his theorem into use. 
Furthermore it has made it difficult to define whether the formal as well as the informal 
communication in fact is based on communicative rationality. Habermas has been 
criticized for his dualistic view of the society as an oversimplification of reality (Eriksen 
& Weigård 2003b:107). As our application of his theory is on an even more complex 
field of supranational institutions, this critique is important to recognize. Yet this 
study’s focus has exclusively been on defining where the procedures for the 
engagement of NGOs in the European Union can be seen as problematic. Through the 
use of Habermas’ ideal of deliberative democracy we have been able to define two 
major procedural insufficiencies. The first gap relates to the actual institutionalized 
forums for communication between the organized civil society of NGOs and the EU 
institutions, which in reality are based upon informal communication. The second gap 
emphasizes the problematic institutionalization of the independent administrative 
institutions of the EU, as the decision-making process gives incentives for NGOs to use 
informal communication. In our opinion this study has thus contributed by clarifying 
that supranational institutions need not only to institutionalize a room for 
communication with the civil society based on consensus, but also to reform its own 
administrative structures in order to be deliberatively democratic legitimate. 
 
 
 
 
!
 
!
 
GS-B, ISG! ! ROSKILDE UNIVERSITY!
  FALL 2013 
! 114 
 
 
CHAPTER!8!
REFLECTION!
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
GS-B, ISG! ! ROSKILDE UNIVERSITY!
  FALL 2013 
! 115 
The focus of this study is democracy on a supranational level, and the target of the 
investigation is the NGOs’ access to the European Union and whether this supranational 
institution has accommodated a room for communicative rationality. The focus has thus 
been on gaining legitimacy through involvement of civil society organizations in the EU 
decision-making process. However, the question of supranational democracy could be 
addressed from many different angles. Therefore this section will seek to outline 
alternative perspectives, which could have been applied to the investigation and 
contributed to strengthen the conclusion.  
 
The question of legitimacy in democracy in supranational institutions has been the 
central question in this paper. The NGOs have been the focal point of this study, yet the 
question of the legitimacy of NGOs as representatives for the civil society has not been 
addressed. As this poses a problem for the premise of this study, it needs to be reflected 
upon. The context of this study is the changing governing structures in the world and an 
increased variety of actors seeking influence on policy-making on several levels. NGOs 
are widely described as constituting the ‘global civil society’ and have gained in 
influence in the global politics (Anderson & Rieff 2004:2). However, Vidal et al. (2005) 
states:  
 
“(…) this new, more politically active role of NGOs is facing a series of criticisms 
and challenges regarding these organizations’ legitimacy.” (Vidal et al. 2005:6) 
 
The legitimacy of the NGOs’ role as the spokespersons of the combined global civil 
society must therefore be scrutinized. It is critical for this study’s perception of NGOs 
that these are understood as legitimate actors on behalf of Habermas’ lifeworld. In 
contradiction to this premise, Anderson & Rieff (2004) claim that the NGOs as such do 
not entail a legitimate voice. According to them, NGOs might be better understood as a 
quasi-religious movement and might indeed not even decrease the democratic deficit 
due to their intertwined mission for legitimacy with international organizations 
(Anderson & Rieff 2004:2). Following Anderson & Rieff, both actors legitimize each 
other in a system that is not only undemocratic but also ultimately incapable of 
becoming democratic, since their claim of spreading universal rights makes 
accountability unnecessary (Anderson & Rieff 2004:2). Thus the NGOs as 
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representatives for the civil society is firmly questioned, which calls for serious research 
on the nature of the relationship between NGOs and the civil society. Keohane & Grant 
(2005) emphasizes the importance of accountability rather than representativity in the 
search to create order in the globalized world (Keohane & Grant 2005:29). One could 
thus study the nature of accountability based on Keohane & Grant’s definition of the 
term:  
 
“Accountability, as we use the term, implies that some actors have the right to 
hold other actors to a set of standards, to judge whether they have fulfilled their 
responsibilities in light of these standards, and to impose sanctions if they 
determine that these responsibilities have not been met.” (Keohane & Grant 
2005:29) 
 
Such a study would separate the concept of accountability into the term of delegation 
from that of participation and investigate how NGOs could be held accountable in 
accordance to standards, sanctions and information (Keohane & Grant 2005:41). The 
accountability of participation would be consistent with a study of the legitimacy of 
NGOs, while the aspect of delegation would be more compatible with a study of the 
NGOs as holding other institutions or organizations accountable. Keohane & Grant 
(2005) emphasizes the fact that the NGOs often are not legitimated by ties to a defined 
public and further, that very few NGOs has well-defined procedures for accountability 
(Keohane & Grant 2005:38). Thereby, it can be argued that a full investigation of 
NGOs’ role as democratic link to supranational institutions should be two-sided. Both 
the relationship between civil society and NGOs as well as the NGOs’ possibilities to 
act within the democratic processes ought to be investigated. This study has shown that 
it is problematic for NGOs to act as a legitimizing power of the EU decision-making 
process due to institutional failures. However it is not clarified whether the link between 
NGOs and civil society is legitimate in itself.  
 
In addition, the aspect of the civil society could be further elaborated by an investigation 
of citizenship. The emergence of democracy on supranational levels has also 
contributed to change the notion of citizenship. The decisions made on EU level can 
affect all member states, why citizenship no longer can solely be bound to the nation 
state. The question remains of what kind of citizenship will result from this 
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development. In order to understand EU democracy, it is important to investigate the 
possibilities for a European citizenship to emerge. Habermas (1992) seek to address this 
issue. In Habermas’ view, a European citizenship is:  
 
“(…) not only the possibilities for collective political action across national 
borders but also the consciousness of “an obligation toward the European 
common-well.”” (Habermas 1992:9) 
 
He perceives the role of citizens as only institionalized at the level of nation states and 
argues that this is the reason, why it is difficult for European citizens to debate EU 
decisions  (Habermas 1992:9). Thereby the lack of European citizenship could raise 
further questions of the democratic legitimacy of the European Union.  
 
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
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APPENDIX 1 
 
Interview guide 
Sarah Kristine Johansen 
Concord Europe 
Intro Vi kommer RUC og er ved at skrive 
bachelor om NGO’ernes demokratiske 
rolle i EU. Vores fokus er NGO’ers 
muligheder for indflydelse på EU-niveau. 
Vi er interesseret i at høre, hvordan 
Concord Europe bidrager til at fremme 
danske NGO’ers muligheder for at få 
adgang til EU. 
Interviewere Mit navn er -, og det her er -. Jeg vil 
spørge mest, og – vil byde ind en gang i 
mellem.  
Optagelse Er det okay, at vi optager interviewet? 
Tid Er der et tidspunkt, hvor vi bliver nødt til 
at stoppe interviewet? 
Vi regner med at det tager ca. 1 time. 
Spørgsmål Har du nogen spørgsmål inden vi går i 
gang? 
Emner Forskningsmæssig relevans Spørgsmål 
Præsentation Forståelse af Sarahs rolle i 
Concord Europe. 
Hvad arbejder du med i Concord? 
Hvad er din faglige baggrund? 
Hvor lang tid har du arbejdet i Concord? 
Hvordan er din stilling i forhold til 
relationen mellem Concord Europe og 
Concord Danmark? 
Concord Europe Forståelse af Concord Europes 
rolle både som netværk og 
selvstændig organisation. 
Kan du fortælle lidt om Concord Europe? 
I hvilken kontekst blev Concord Europe 
dannet? 
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Hvad er organisationens formål? 
I skriver på jeres hjemmeside, at I søger 
at være primær samtalepartner mellem 
udviklings-NGO’er og EU institutioner. 
Kan du uddybe dette? 
Hvordan gør I det? 
 
Hvordan søger I at påvirke EU? 
Kan I agere som en selvstændig 
organisation, eller er I altid 
repræsentanter for alle jeres medlemmer? 
Kun ved at støtte jeres 
medlemsorganisationer ? 
Er I som selvstændig organisation selv 
aktive i at påvirke EU’s 
beslutningsprocesser? 
Concord 
Europe’s 
struktur 
Forståelse af magtrelationer i 
Concord Europe 
I skriver på jeres hjemmeside, at I 
arbejder i arbejdsgrupper. Kan du uddybe 
strukturen i Concord Europe? 
Generalforsamling? Daglig ledelse? 
Sekretariat til kommunikation? 
 
 
I skriver på jeres hjemmeside, at I er et 
netværk for netværk. Hvorfor kræves en 
organisering i netværk for deltagelse? 
Kræver fem medlemsorganisationer fra 5 
medlemslande, men det har Concord 
Danmark ikk. Hvordan forklares dette?  
 
 
Hvordan hjælper de nationale platforme 
de issue-baserede arbejdsgrupper? 
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Hvordan sættes Concord Europe’s 
agenda? Hvordan sikres det, at den 
stemmer overens med de nationale 
platformes agendaer? 
Hvordan kender I jeres medlemmers 
holdninger, eksempelvis gennem 
diskussionsfora? 
Hvordan prioriterer I mellem relevante 
projekter og beslutter, hvor I ligger jeres 
ressourcer? 
Concord Europe 
og nationale 
platforme 
Forståelse af Concord Europes 
rolle og relation til Concord 
Danmark. 
Hvordan bidrager Concord Danmark til 
Concord Europe? 
Hvad er fordelen ved nationale netværk? 
Hvilke ulemper? 
 
 
Hvordan bidrager Concord Europe til 
Concord Danmark? 
 
 
Hvordan benytter Concord muligheden 
for at arbejde på mange niveauer (lokalt, 
nationalt og internationalt)? 
Hvad betyder det for outcome af jeres 
arbejde? 
 
 
Hvordan spiller de kulturelle forskelle 
ind i samarbejdet? Både i 
beslutningsprocessen og i generelle 
standpunkter? 
EU Undersøgelse af, hvordan EU 
agerer adgangsgivende over for 
NGO’er samt Concord Europes 
dialog med EU institutioner. 
Hvordan åbner EU op for et samarbejde 
med Concord? 
Hvilke initiativer har EU taget? 
I hvor høj grad er det muligt for jer at få 
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adgang til EU? 
Hvilke krav sættes fra EU's side til 
netværk som samarbejdspartnere? 
Størrelse, økonomisk kapacitet mm.? 
Hvilke områder er nemmest at opnå 
adgang til? Lovgivning, økonomisk støtte 
mm.? 
Hvilke organer i EU søger I at påvirke? 
Hvilket organ i EU er nemmest at opnå 
adgang til? 
Hvad ville I gøre for at opnå adgang til 
EP? 
Hvad ville I gøre for at opnå adgang til 
Kommissionen? 
*Høringer? 
Helt andet spor: 
NGO’erne 
Undersøgelse af, hvilke 
muligheder NGO’er har for at 
opnå adgang til EU. 
Oplever du, at det er nemt for NGO’er at 
få adgang til EU? 
Hvordan? 
Oplever du, at det er muligt for NGO’er 
selv at initiere et lovforslag i EU? 
Kan du se svagheder i NGO’ernes 
muligheder for at søge adgang til EU? 
Hvilke? 
Afsluttende Til slut, er der noget du finder relevant som vi har glemt at spørge om? 
Tak Tusind tak for din tid. Det er en stor hjælp for projektet. Du må endelig tage 
kontakt til os, hvis du har spørgsmål. 
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APPENDIX 2 
 
Interview guide  
Erik Olsen 
Danish Society for a Living Sea 
(First interview) 
 
Intro Vi kommer RUC og er ved at skrive 
bachelorafhandling om NGO’ernes 
demokratiske rolle i EU. Vores fokus er 
NGO’ers muligheder for indflydelse på 
EU-niveau. 
 
Vi er interesserede i at vide, hvordan din 
organisation arbejder for at fremme jeres 
mærkesager på EU-niveau. Alle jeres 
muligheder, små som store, som du kan 
komme i tanke om, er relevante for 
projektet.  
 
 
Interviewere Mit navn er -, og det her er -. Jeg vil 
spørge mest, og – vil byde ind en gang i 
mellem.   
Optagelse Interviewet bliver optaget og senere 
skrevet ned på papir.  
Tid  Er der et tidspunkt, hvor vi bliver nødt til 
at stoppe interviewet? 
Vi regner med at det tager ca. 1 – 1 ½ 
time. 
Spørgsmål Har du nogen spørgsmål inden vi går i 
gang? 
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Emner Forskningsmæssig 
relevans 
Spørgsmål 
Præsentation  Forståelse af Eriks rolle i 
organisationen.  
Hvad er din rolle i LH? 
Hvad indebærer dit stilling 
i LH?  
Hvad er din faglige 
baggrund? 
Hvor lang tid har du været 
med i LH? 
Præsentation af LH Forståelse af Levende 
Havs formål. 
Kan du fortælle lidt om 
Levende Hav? 
I hvilken kontekst blev LH 
dannet? 
Hvad er organisationen 
formål? 
Hvad er jeres mærkesager? 
 
 
Organisationens struktur 
(internt og eksternt). 
Forståelse af LHs 
medlemmer og deres 
faglige baggrund. 
 
Organigram.  
Hvordan er 
organisationens struktur? 
Hvem er LHs øverste 
myndighed, og hvordan er 
foreningen ellers 
organiseret? 
Hvordan udformes LHs 
politik? 
 
Hvor mange medlemmer 
har LH? 
 
Hvilke opgaver hører med 
til at være medlem? 
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Er der nedsat forskellige 
arbejdsgrupper? 
 
Hvilken faglig baggrund 
har medlemmerne? 
Forskere, fiskere mm.? 
 
Udover SAR, hvilke 
netværk er I en del af? 
Hvilke type netværk er 
disse?  
  
Organisationens 
arbejdsmåde. 
Forståelse af LHs 
strategier ift. at fremme 
sine dagsordner på EU-
niveau.  
Hvordan sætter I 
dagsordenen i 
organisationen? 
Reagerer I på den førte 
eller foreslåede politik fra 
EU? 
Eller henvender folk eller 
jeres medlemmer sig til jer 
med sager? 
 
Hvor ofte arbejder I med 
sager, der involverer EU? 
 
Hvordan prøver I at 
fremme jeres mærkesager 
på EU-niveau? 
Underskriftsindsamlinger? 
Gennem jeres netværk? 
Kan du nævne nogle 
eksempler på konkrete 
sager? 
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Organisations samarbejde  Forståelse for netværkenes 
betydning og indblik i 
andre relevante 
samarbejdspartnere. 
 
Vi er meget interesserede i 
at høre om jeres 
samarbejde med 
forskellige netværk.  
 
Hvor stor betydning har de 
for jeres arbejde med at 
fremme jeres mærkesager i 
EU? 
 
Hvordan bruger I dem?  
Hvad bruger I dem til? 
 
Har du nogle eksempler på 
sager, hvor I aktivt har 
brugt jeres netværk? 
 
Samarbejder I med andre 
for at nå op på EU-niveau? 
Staten? 
Andre organisationer? 
Privat  virksomheder? 
 
EU Forståelse af, hvilke 
muligheder EU åbner for 
samarbejde med NGO’er. 
Hvordan oplever du, at EU 
åbner op for et samarbejde 
med jeres organisation? 
 
I hvor høj grad er det 
muligt for jer at få 
indflydelse på de 
beslutninger, der tages i 
EU? 
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Hvilke krav sættes fra 
EU's side til NGO’er som 
samarbejdspartnere? 
 
 
Afsluttende Til slut, er der noget du finder relevant 
som vi har glemt at spørge om?  
Opfølgning Vi kontakter dig igen snarest muligt, 
vedrørende det opfølgende interview. 
Tak Tusind tak for din tid. Det er en stor 
hjælp for projektet. Du må endelig tage 
kontakt til os, hvis du har spørgsmål. 
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APPENDIX 3 
 
Interview guide 
Erik Olsen 
Danish Society for a Living Sea 
 
 
Intro Hej igen. Vi er meget glade for, at du vil 
deltage i vores andet interview også.  
 
I det første interview ønskede vi at høre 
om jeres samarbejdspartnere i forhold til 
at sætte jeres interesse på dagsordenen i 
EU. Efterfølgende har vi lavet interview 
med både Concord Danmark, Concord 
Europe, LDRAC og SAR.  
 
I dette interview ønsker vi at gå lidt mere 
kritisk til værks. Dette er ikke fordi vi 
mener, at I ikke gør et godt stykke 
arbejde – det gør I nemlig! Det er for at 
afdække, hvor der kan eksistere 
problemer i afstanden mellem EU og 
NGO’er. Det er netop derfor, vi snakker 
med jer. 
 
Måske føler du, at nogle af spørgsmålene 
er gentagelser. Det kan være fordi, at vi 
skal have uddybet nogle pointer.   
 
Interviewere Mit navn er -, og det her er -. Jeg vil 
spørge mest, og – vil byde ind en gang i 
mellem.   
Optagelse Interviewet bliver optaget og senere 
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skrevet ned på papir.  
Tid  Er der et tidspunkt, hvor vi bliver nødt til 
at stoppe interviewet? 
Vi regner med at det tager ca. 1 – 1 ½ 
time. 
Outcome Kunne du tænke dig at få tilsendt hele 
rapporten, når den er færdig? Måske 
kunne den have interesse for jeres 
organisation. 
Spørgsmål Har du nogen spørgsmål inden vi går i 
gang? 
 
 
 
Emner Forskningsmæssig 
relevans 
Spørgsmål 
Fiskerireformen Proces-forståelse af LH’s 
interesse med positivt 
outcome 
Kan du beskrive jeres 
arbejde for at få 
indflydelse på 
fiskerireformen? 
Hvilke ressourcer har I 
skulle lægge i arbejdet?  
 
Har I brugt jeres netværk? 
Hvis nej, hvorfor ikke? 
Hvis ja, hvordan? 
Har det været  en fordel? 
Eritrea Proces-forståelse af LH’s 
interesse med negativt 
outcome 
Kan du beskrive jeres 
arbejde med Eritrea-
projektet? 
 
Hvordan brugte I jeres 
netværk her? 
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Du sagde sidst, at projektet 
er sat på stand by – hvad er 
grunden til dette? 
 
Hvad gør I for at imødegå 
problemet i Eritrea? 
Har I søgt hjælp hos EU? 
Har I søgt hjælp hos jeres 
netværk? 
LH’s kapacitet Kapacitet og ressourcer 
nødvendige for at deltage  
Hvor mange økonomiske 
og sociale ressourcer råder 
LH over? 
Hvor mange 
fuldtidsansatte, eller 
fuldtidsarbejdende er I? 
Hvor mange økonomiske 
midler har I? 
Hvor får I økonomiske 
midler fra? 
Hvor mange frivillige er I? 
 
Hvor meget af disse bliver 
brugt på jeres kontakt til 
samarbejdspartnere og 
netværk? 
SAR Forståelse af LH’s arbejde 
med SAR, herunder 
mulighed for at komme til 
orde 
Hvilke af jeres holdninger 
repræsenterer SAR? 
Søger I at få jeres 
holdninger på dagsordenen 
i netværket? Hvordan? 
 
Hvad opnår I ved at være 
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en del af dette netværk? 
Kan du komme med 
konkrete eksempler på 
sager, hvor I har brugt 
SAR? 
 
Hvilke ressourcer bruger I 
på at være med i SAR? 
Økonomisk, tidsmæssige 
… 
 
I det store forum som SAR 
er, hvordan synes du så, at 
I kan påvirke noget? 
LDRAC  Forståelse af LH’s arbejde 
med LDRAC, herunder 
mulighed for at komme til 
orde 
Hvilke af jeres holdninger 
repræsenterer LDRAC? 
Søger I at få jeres 
holdninger på dagsordenen 
i netværket? Hvordan? 
 
Hvad opnår I ved at være 
en del af LDRAC? 
Kan du komme med 
konkrete eksempler på 
sager, hvor I har brugt 
LDRAC til at fremme 
jeres mærkesag? 
 
 
Hvilke ressourcer bruger I 
på at være med i LDRAC? 
Økonomisk, tidsmæssige 
… 
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Hvilke arbejdsgruppe 
sidder LH i? 
Hvem sidder ellers i den 
gruppe? 
Hvordan er forholdet 
mellem medlemmerne af 
gruppen?  
Hvilken én bruger I mest 
tid på? Hvorfor?  
 
Vi ved, at LDRAC 
arbejdsgrupper bygger på 
et princip om konsensus. 
Fungerer dette? 
Oplever du, at I har 
mulighed for at benytte 
jeres vetoret? 
 
Hvordan oplever du 
samarbejdet med 
industrien? 
Hvordan vurderer du 60/40 
forholdet ? 
 
Hvordan benytter 
Kommissionen LDRAC’s 
rådgivning? 
Concord DK + EU Forståelse af LH’s arbejde 
med Concord, herunder 
mulighed for at komme til 
orde 
Hvilke af jeres holdninger 
repræsenterer Concord? 
Søger I at få jeres 
holdninger på dagsordenen 
i netværket? Hvordan? 
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Hvad opnår I ved at være 
en del af dette netværk? 
Kan du komme med 
konkrete eksempler på 
sager, hvor I har brugt 
Concord? 
 
Hvilke ressourcer bruger I 
på at være med i Concord 
Danmark? 
Økonomisk, tidsmæssige 
…  
 
Udvikling indgår i jeres 
arbejde i LH, men er ikke 
hovedfokus, er det rigtigt 
forstået?  
Kan i gennem jeres 
samarbejde med Concord 
lægge stemme til forslag, 
som ligger uden for jeres 
område?  
Hvis ja, hvorledes?  
Informelt Forståelse af LHs 
uformelle adgang til EU 
I LH’s arbejde i EU, 
benytter I også uformelle 
møder til at fremme jeres 
sager?  
Hvis ja, hvilke fordele er 
der ved det? 
Hvis nej, hvorfor er det 
ikke muligt for jer? 
Kapacitet, adgang etc? 
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EU Forståelse af LHs 
oplevelse af adgangen til 
EU 
Er det muligt for jer selv at 
initiere et forslag?  
Gennem netværk, RAC’er 
eller andre institutionelle 
tilgange. 
 
Åbner EU op for 
påvirkning fra netværk 
som Concord på en anden 
måde end for individuelle 
NGO’er? 
 
Hvordan vælger I, hvilke 
netværk og 
samarbejdspartnere I gør 
brug af til de enkelte 
sager? 
Bruger I så mange som 
muligt eller lægger I 
mange ressourcer ét sted? 
Hvorfor?  
 
 
Afsluttende Til slut, er der noget du finder relevant 
som vi har glemt at spørge om?  
Tak Tusind tak for din tid. Det er en stor 
hjælp for projektet. Du må endelig tage 
kontakt til os, hvis du har spørgsmål. 
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APPENDIX 4 
 
Interview guide 
Carlos Aldereguia 
Long Distance Regional Advisory Counsil  
Intro 
 
We are from Roskilde University, Denmark, 
and we are doing our BA thesis on the 
democratic role of the NGOs in the EU. Our 
main objective is the NGOs possibilities to 
gain access to the European policymaking. 
We have already talked to Levende Hav 
which is our vantage point for this project. 
We are interested in how SAR as an 
association of NGOs contributes to creating 
access for the individual NGO. 
Interviewers My name is – and this is -. I am going to be 
the one doing the interview and – may 
interrupt us once in a while. 
Record We are going to record the interview 
Time Is there a time when we have to stop the 
interview? 
We reckon the interview will last for about 
an hour and thirty minutes. 
Question Do you have any clarifying questions before 
we start? 
Topics Scientific relevance Question 
Presentation Understanding of Carlos 
position in LDRAC 
What is your position in LDRAC? 
What does that entail? 
For how long have you been working for 
LDRAC? 
NGOs in The representation of Why were the RACs established and who 
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LDRAC individual NGOs and their 
issues in LDRAC. Their 
relations between NGO and 
the production sector 
concerning power-relations 
and resources. 
were the frontrunners in this? 
 
 
Could you explain the NGOs position in 
LDRAC? 
In the five working groups?  
 
 
How equal is the representation of the 
production sector and the NGOs in LDRAC? 
 
 
How is the communication between all 
members of the workgroup? 
Is the dialog equal? How does the resources 
influence - do they influence?   
LDRAC and 
the other 
RACs 
The relation between the 
seven different RACs  
What are the relations between the seven 
RACs?  
Do you communicate?  
What is the structure between you? 
 
 
LDRAC and 
EU 
The experience of the 
communication with EU and 
the value of LDRAC as an 
advisory council. 
What are your experiences with the relations 
between the European institutions and 
LDRAC? 
 
 
Does the EU have established suiting 
initiatives to give NGOs access to the 
policymaking? 
To what extent do you find it possible for 
LDRAC to gain access to the EU 
policymaking? 
Do the EU institutions recognize what you 
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communicate to them? 
 
 
How are you formulating the concrete 
advices? 
what is the process?  
 
 
To whom do you present your advice? 
Commision? Officials directly?  
How do you communicate?  
How are the NGOs represented in the 
communication?  
NGOs NGOs possibilities to gain 
access to EU policymaking 
according to SAR. 
Do you experience that it is easy for 
individual NGOs to gain economical funding 
from EU? 
How? Why not? 
Do you see any weak links in the NGOs 
possibilities for access to the European 
policymaking? 
Which? Why not? 
Closing 
remarks 
Finally, is there something you feel is relevant that we did not talk about? 
Thanks Thank you very much for your time. It is a big help for our thesis. Please feel free to  
contact us if any question arises.  
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APPENDIX 5 
 
Interview guide 
Laust Leth Gregersen 
Concord Denmark 
 
Intro Vi kommer RUC og er ved at skrive 
bachelor om NGO’ernes demokratiske 
rolle i EU. Vores fokus er NGO’ers 
muligheder for indflydelse på EU-niveau. 
 
Vi er interesserede i at høre, hvordan 
Concord DK bidrager til at fremme 
danske NGO’ers muligheder for at få 
adgang til EU. 
 
Interviewere Mit navn er -, og det her er -. Jeg vil 
spørge mest, og – vil byde ind en gang i 
mellem.   
Optagelse Er det okay, at vi optager interviewet?  
Tid  Er der et tidspunkt, hvor vi bliver nødt til 
at stoppe interviewet? 
Vi regner med at det tager ca. 1 ½ - 2 
timer. 
Spørgsmål Har du nogen spørgsmål inden vi går i 
gang? 
 
Emner Forskningsmæssig 
relevans 
Spørgsmål 
Præsentation  Forståelse af Lausts rolle i 
Concord DK.  
Hvad arbejder du med i  
Concord? 
Hvad indebærer din 
stilling i Concord?  
Hvad er din faglige 
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baggrund? 
Hvor lang tid har du 
arbejdet i Concord? 
Concord Danmark Forståelse af Concord 
Danmarks rolle både som 
netværk og selvstændig 
organisation. 
Kan du fortælle lidt om 
Concord Danmark? 
I hvilken kontekst blev 
Concord Danmark  
dannet? 
Hvad er organisationens 
formål?  
 
I skriver på jeres 
hjemmeside, at I søger at 
skabe sammenhæng i EU's 
politikområder. Hvad 
mener I med dette? 
Hvordan gør I dette? 
 
Hvordan søger I at påvirke 
EU? 
Kan I agere som en 
selvstændig organisation, 
eller er I altid 
repræsentanter for alle 
jeres medlemmer? 
Kun ved at støtte jeres 
medlemsorganisationer ? 
Er I som selvstændig 
organisation selv aktive i 
at påvirke EU’s 
beslutningsprocesser? 
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Concord Europe Forståelse af Concord 
Europes rolle og relation 
til Concord Danmark. 
Hvad er jeres relation? 
Hvem kom først?  
Hvordan blev I medlem? 
 
Hvordan foregår 
samarbejdet med Concord 
Europe? 
 
Hvordan bidrager Concord 
Danmark til Concord 
Europe? 
Hvad er fordelen ved 
nationale netværk? 
 
Hvilke fordele for Concord 
Danmark kan ses ved at 
samarbejde med et større 
netværk? 
Hvilke ulemper? 
Concord Danmark og 
NGO’erne. 
Undersøgelse af Concord 
Danmarks relation til 
NGO’erne og evt. 
udvanding af interesser i 
processen mod EU. 
 
Hvilke fordele er der for 
en NGO ved at være  
medlem af Concord 
Danmark/Europe? 
Hvilke ulemper? 
 
Hvilket krav stiller I til 
NGOerne? 
 
Hvordan samarbejder I 
med NGO’er? 
Skal man være medlem for 
at opnå støtte? 
Hvad kræver det for en 
GS-B, ISG! ! ROSKILDE UNIVERSITY!
  FALL 2013 
! 147 
NGO at blive medlem af 
Concord Danmark? 
Kan Danske NGO’er 
samarbejde med Concord 
Europe uden om Concord 
Danmark? 
 
Hvad menes med, at I taler 
danske NGO’ers sag? 
Kan I sikre den 
individuelle NGOs sag, 
eller er det den generelle 
sag I fører? 
 
Hvad menes med, at I 
kapacitetsopbygger jeres 
medlemsorganisationer? 
Hvordan gør I det? 
 
Hvordan prioriterer I, 
hvilke medlemmer, der 
skal støttes?  
Henvender de sig selv 
eller? 
 
Hvordan sikres jeres 
medlemmers interesser i 
forløbet?  
Når I samarbejder med 
Concord Europe? 
Når I går direkte til EU 
selv? 
EU Undersøgelse af, hvordan Hvordan har du oplevet, at 
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EU agerer adgangsgivende 
over for NGO’er samt 
Concord Danmark og 
Concord Europes dialog 
med EU institutioner. 
EU åbner op for et 
samarbejde med 
Concord/netværk? 
Hvilke initiativer har det 
taget? 
Hvordan oplever du, at EU 
skaber adgang for NGO’er 
som selvstændige aktører? 
 
I hvor høj grad er det 
muligt for jer at få adgang 
til EU? 
Hvilke krav sættes fra 
EU's side til NGO’er som 
samarbejdspartnere? 
Størrelse, økonomisk 
kapacitet mm.? 
Hvilke områder er 
nemmest at opnå adgang 
til? Lovgivning, 
økonomisk støtte mm.? 
 
Hvilket organ i EU er 
nemmest at opnå adgang 
til? 
Hvad ville I gøre for at 
opnå adgang til EP? 
Hvad ville I gøre for at 
opnå adgang til 
Kommissionen? 
*Høringer? 
 
NGO’erne Undersøgelse af, hvilke Oplever du, at det er nemt 
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muligheder NGO’er har 
for at opnå adgang til EU. 
for NGO’er at få 
økonomisk støtte fra EU? 
Hvordan?  
 
Oplever du, at det er 
muligt for NGO’er selv at 
initiere et lovforslag i EU?  
 
Kan du se svagheder i 
NGO’ernes muligheder for 
at søge adgang til EU? 
Hvilke? 
 
 
Afsluttende Til slut, er der noget du finder relevant 
som vi har glemt at spørge om?  
Tak Tusind tak for din tid. Det er en stor 
hjælp for projektet. Du må endelig tage 
kontakt til os, hvis du har spørgsmål. 
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APPENDIX 6 
 
Interview guide 
Björn Stockhausen 
Seas at Risk 
Intro We are from Roskilde University, 
Denmark, and we are doing our BA thesis 
on the democratic role of the NGOs in the 
EU. Our main objective is the NGOs 
possibilities to gain access to the 
European policymaking. We have already 
talked to Levende Hav which is our 
vantage point for this project.  
 
We are interested in how SAR as an 
association of NGOs contributes to 
creating access for the individual NGO. 
 
Interviewers My name is – and this is -. I am going to 
be the one doing the interview and – may 
interrupt us once in a while. 
Record We are going to record the interview 
Time Is there a time when we have to stop the 
interview? 
We reckon the interview will last for 
about an hour and thirty minutes. 
Question Do you have any clarifying questions 
before we start? 
 
 
 
Topics Scientific relevance  Question 
Presentation  Understanding of Björns 
position in SAR   
What is your position in 
SAR? 
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 What does that entail? 
What is your professional 
background? 
For how long have you 
been working in SAR? 
 
SAR Understanding of SAR as 
a European association of 
Non Governmental 
Environmental 
Organizations.  
On SARs website you 
describe how SAR works 
to reach their goals: Can 
you elaborate on that? 
How do you communicate 
with your members?   
European institution?  
What resources do you 
have?  What tools do you 
use? 
 
You have about 20 
member NGOs. With what 
does SAR contributed to 
their work?  
Can each individual NGO 
be sure of having its own 
issues represented? 
 
 
SAR and the NGOs The representation of 
individual NGOs and their 
issues in SAR, and their 
relations. 
You call yourself a 
platform for NGO 
members. Could you 
elaborate on why it is 
beneficial for NGOs to be 
a member of SAR? 
Disadvantages?  
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Do you have specific 
demands for your 
members regarding your 
relations? 
 
Do you work with the 
NGOs individual issues or 
more on a general level? 
How do you ensure NGOs 
issues? Do the interests 
risk getting lost/modified 
in the process? To what 
extent? 
 
How important is SAR for 
the NGOs in order to gain 
access to the EU 
policymaking? 
What can you offer the 
individual NGOs in this 
respect? 
 
EU The experience of the  
Institutionalized ways 
imposed by EU.  
 
What are your experiences 
with the relations between 
the European institutions 
and SAR? 
Do you feel the EU have 
established suiting 
initiatives to give NGOs 
access to the 
policymaking?  
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To what extent do you find 
it possible for SAR to gain 
access to the EU 
policymaking? 
Demands from the EU 
concerning the relations 
between platforms, NGOs 
and European institutions? 
Size, capacity, financial 
etc.? 
 
Which European 
institution offers the 
easiest access for NGOs? 
For associations? For 
networks? What do you do 
to gain access to the 
Parliament? What do you 
do to gain access to the 
Commission?  
 
How do you and SAR 
experience the possibility 
for gaining access to EU 
policy making for NGOs? 
Equal access for all kinds 
of NGOs? How important 
is economical resources in 
this respect?  
 
How does SAR make sure 
that individual NGOs 
issues reach the EU level? 
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Is it possible for SAR to 
initiate proposals that will 
have access to the EU 
policymaking? 
How? Can individual 
NGOs initiate alone? Are 
you only 
debating/contributing with 
knowledge? 
 
How do you work to gain 
access in the European 
policy making process? 
Do you act as an 
independent organisation, 
or are you always 
representing each of the 
members’ interests?  
Only by supporting and 
sharing knowledge with 
members?  
 
SAR and the EU SAR’s relationship with 
EU institutions and the 
effect this might have on 
their relationship and 
SAR’s policy initiatives.  
 
The European 
Commission funds you, 
amongst others. Does that 
have any effect on your 
work? 
Are there any demands 
from the commission? 
Obstacles? Are there any 
benefits besides the 
economical? 
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We have learned from 
another interview that 
there are some members of 
NGOs and NGO 
associations that have 
worked in the EU 
institutions before – is this 
the case in SAR?  
Do you think it is a very 
normal/widespread 
tendency? 
 
 
NGOs NGOs possibilities to gain 
access to EU policymaking 
according to SAR. 
 
Do you experience that it 
is easy for individual 
NGOs to gain economical 
funding from EU?  
How? Why not? 
 
Do you see any weak links 
in the NGOs possibilities 
for access to the European 
policymaking? 
Which? Why not? 
 
 
Closing remarks Finally, is there something you feel is 
relevant that we did not talk about? 
 
Thanks Thank you very much for your time. It is 
a big help for our thesis. Please feel free 
to contact us if any question arises.   
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APPENDIX 7 
 
Transcript key 
 
• Comma will in the Danish version be set according to the grammatical comma 
• Comma will also be set to show small pauses 
• Longer pauses and ehm, sigh, laugh etc. will be shown as: … 
• Words such as “I’ve” and “gonna” will be written out: “I have” and “going to” 
• Mumbling or speech that cannot be understood will be marked: (mumbling) 
• Interview person will be marked as I, interviewee will be named by their last name 
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APPENDIX 8 
 
Interview 
Erik Bjørn Olsen 
The Danish Society for a Living Sea 
(First interview) 
 
I  
Hej … Er der lyd igennem?  
 
Olsen 
Ja, det er der … min stemme den er meget svag for jeg er forkølet … Jeg ved ikke om I kan 
forstå hvad jeg siger …?  
 
I 
Jo, indtil videre lyder det fint … 
 
Olsen 
Okay, godt nok …  
 
I 
Tusind tak fordi du havde tid til det … Det er mig, der er Thea, det er mig du har haft kontakt 
med over mail, og her ved siden af mig sidder Laura, som også er med i gruppen. Vi er i alt en 
gruppe på fem … Og vi er ved at skrive vores bachelor projekt om NGOernes demokratiske 
rolle i EU … Derfor synes vi at det kunne være meget interessant at snakke med jer i forhold til 
jeres arbejde omkring hvordan i prøver at fremme visse mærkesager … Eller jeres mærkesager, 
på EU niveau … Men måske kan vi lige tage det praktiske først i forhold til om det er okay at vi 
optager den her samtale …  
 
Olsen 
Det er det …  
 
I 
Okay … Er der en tidsbegrænsning på? Vi regner med at det kommer til at tage en time til 
halvanden, hvis det er i orden?  
 
Olsen 
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Det kan jeg sagtens klare …  
 
I 
Det er godt … Okay, har du nogen spørgsmål til os før vi går i gang? 
 
Olsen 
Ja, hvordan har I fundet frem til os?  
 
I 
Vi fandt frem til jer gennem Concord Danmark, faktisk … Hvor vi kunne se at I var en af deres 
mange medlemmer … Og så fandt vi bare interesse derfor om hvordan i arbejder … Vi tænkte 
på om du måske først har lyst til at fortælle om dig selv og din rolle i Levende Hav ?  
 
Olsen 
Ja, altså jeg har været med i Levende Hav siden den blev dannet i 1990’erne … Og har været 
med i bestyrelsen de fleste af årene jeg er også kassér og derudover er jeg så i kontakt til de 
europæiske organisationer vi samarbejder med … Jeg har ikke nogen egentlig fiskerimæssig 
baggrund, men er uddannet indenfor litteratur … Og har været dansklærer i mange år … Jeg har 
været interesseret i fiskeri siden tidernes morgen og det er derfor jeg har min interesse i Levende 
Hav … 
 
I  
Okay, så det var interessen for fiskeriet der udgjorde din motivation? Og må jeg lige hører lidt 
uddybet om hvordan det helt præcist fungere med din rolle som kontaktperson til EU?  
 
Olsen 
Altså i Levende Hav har vi sæde i det der hedder Long Distance RAC, som er et rådgivende 
organ til kommissionen for at … Det er det europæiske fiskeri, altså High Sea, altså alle de have 
der ikke er EU have … Det er et rådgivende organ og der findes seks i alt … Det rådgivende 
organ blev dannet for seks-syv år siden og der abonnerede vi på at komme med … Så derfor 
blev vi kaldt ind … Der sidder en tredjedel NGOer og to tredjedele fra industrien i de her 
organer … og der har vi simpelthen fået en plads i det rådgivende organ, fordi vi åbenbart har 
råbt op om ting og sager herhjemme, og fordi vi i øvrigt også havde været på banen i andre 
sammenhænge i EU. Og der har vi så siddet siden juli. Nu sker der så noget med den nye 
fiskeri-reformen, hvor man ændrer noget for RAC’erne, som vi kalder det, deres rolle skal i høj 
grad være udøvende, hvor vi tidligere kun har været rådgivende. Men det er en anden historie 
… Det er den ene indgang i det … Den anden er, at der findes en paraply-organisation, som 
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hedder SAR –Seas At Risk – som vi har været med i, jeg kan ikke huske … I mange, mange år. 
Og den er næsten, ja den er sgu ikke så meget ældre end, hvis den overhovedet er så gammel … 
men det er en organisation for europæiske NGO’er, som beskæftiger sig med havmiljøet og ikke 
entydigt med fiskeri – det er også  miljøorganisationer, der er i … Der sidder jeg i bestyrelsen. 
Vi har kontor i Bruxelles med fire en halv ansat … 
 
I 
Okay, så du sidder som kontakt både op til det rådgivende organ, men også til SAR?  
 
Olsen 
Ja … Jeg vil sige altså, jeg sidder i bestyrelsen i SAR … Og det foregår ved at vi holder 
telefonmøder, for der sidder én i Portugal og en Bruxelles, og en i det nordlige Holland, og en i 
Tyskland. Så der er ikke råd til at vi mødes fysisk …  
 
I  
Nej … Okay, så vil jeg gerne spørge dig lidt ind til Levende Hav … Hvis du kan fortælle lidt 
om den kontekst det blev dannet i …? 
 
Olsen 
Ja … Det blev dannet … altså det udsprang af fiskeri-kollektivet, som var en del af miljøerne i 
70’erne og 80’erne, hvor man tog hånd om folk, der var kommet på skideren på den ene eller 
den anden måde, og blandt andet ved at tage dem med ud at fiske … Altså den risiko man får 
ved at fiske, der er helt normal. Det hører med … I den forbindelse blev der også lavet noget 
formidling af problemer med hav og med miljøet, altså for eksempel var det skib som vi … som 
foreningen i dag ejer … Det er overgået til vores forening … det var oprindeligt også … Det var 
bl.a. også med i forbindelse med bygningen af Storebælt, som vi var meget imod … Fordi der 
ikke var lavet ordentlige undersøgelser, om hvorledes strømmen ville blive i … Der var 
miljøundervisning og vi har også sejlet rundt i Baltikum før murens fald og lavet kampagne 
imod de udslip af forskellige kedelige arter igennem tiderne. Det der arbejde med bekymringens 
veje og fiskeriet i det hele taget var udgangspunktet for, at vi dannede en forening, som skulle 
beskæftige sig specielt med det her. Og blev løftet ud af sammenhængen med fiskerikollektivet 
af 1978 … Det er sådan set den korte historie på det … 
 
I 
Okay, så fra start har det været mere et nationalt og senere er det så blevet havet …? 
 
Olsen 
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Nej, som du kan høre har det helt fra starten af været ... Altså, vi interesserede os jo for 
eksempel for Baltikum – altså hele Østersøen ... Helt udstrakt  til Leningrad og de andre steder i 
de Baltiske lande. Og nogen af de første projekter vi lavede i Levende Hav var et fiskeriprojekt 
ude i (mumbling – 08.17) ude ved Aresøen, et projekt som vi havde haft kørende i ti år. Så vi 
har altid været internationalt orienterede også. I øjeblikket har vi et projekt i Korea … 
 
I 
Ja … I forbindelse med det kan du så fortælle lidt om de mærkesager I så arbejder med?  
 
Olsen 
Det er jo svært sådan lige kort at gøre rede for. Men altså, det der selvfølgelig har interesseret 
os, hvis vi ser sådan snævert på fiskeriet, så er det jo at der har været et overfiskeri … Man kan 
sige det på den måde, at cirka 80 procent af verdens bestande af fiske er overfisket. Det vil sige, 
at de truede af kollaps .... Og det har været et af vores bekymringsområder. Og så specielt i 
forbindelse med at man i Danmark forsægte at reducere fiskeflåden, fordi det ... altså fiskeri-
kapaciteten i Europa specielt, men også i nogen dele af verdenen er for stor, altså der er 
simpelthen for mange kræfter til at fange de få fisk, der er .... I forbindelse med at man ville 
gøre noget ved det i Danmark indførte man omsættelige kvoter. Og de kvoter, som man får 
tildelt, har den (mumbling – 09.49) man giver til hvor meget fisk, man må fange ... De kvoter 
bliver tildelt de enkelte lande, og så skal man finde ud af hvordan kan man så fordele dem ud til 
de enkelte skibe og så videre. Og da man så fordelte,  og var ude at sige at man må fange så og 
så mange rødspætter, så fangede de med arme og ben så hurtig som de overhovedet kunne, så 
derfor skulle man have en eller anden form for regulering af fiskeindsatsen, således at man altså 
hen over året kunne fiske den mængde, man havde fået tildelt. Det blev så til, at der var nogle 
kloge hoveder i fiskeministeriet, der fik idéen, at .. 
 
(TABT FORBINDELSE) 
 
Olsen 
Ja ... At der var nogen fra ministeriet der kom et forslag til, at kvoterne skulle tildeles det 
enkelte skib på en sådan måde at de også kunne omsættes. Altså, at de blev omsættelige. At de 
kunne få nogen for torsk … og så sagde de at ”vi gider ikke fange torsk”, og så sælger man den 
videre … Altså, der var vi meget aktive sammen med en lang række kystfiskere, der sagde, at 
det her får som konsekvens en koncentration af fiskeriet på de store skibe, fordi det er dem som 
har råd til at købe, det er dem som køber fisken … Og det har også vist sig fuldstændig rigtigt. I 
dag er der stort set ikke noget dansk kyst-fiskeri tilbage. Og det er sket i løbet af en syv-otte år 
... Det er en af vores mærkesager, som vi så har kæmpet videre med i EU, hvor man jo bl.a. de 
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danske embedsfolk har rejst rundt for at sælge den der idé med de omsættelige kvoter, fordi at 
det problem vi har i Danmark også er et problem i andre lande … Og der har vi så kæmpet 
videre med at forhindre, at den blev en del af – eller, at det med de omsættelige fiskeri-kvoter, 
blev en del af den nye fiskerireform, der bliver vedtaget her i løbet af efteråret. Og det er til dels 
lykkedes … Oprindeligt havde de en forestilling om, at det skulle være obligatorisk, at de 
enkelte lande indførte disse omsættelige kvoter .... Det skal de ikke længere, det er de enkelte 
lande, der selv kan bestemme det. Og faktisk er det … hvad er det, er det d. 23. i dag?  
 
I 
Ja, eller, 22 … 
 
Olsen 
Så er det i morgen, at de stemmer i Parlamentet om en lovgivning omkring den Europæiske 
fiskeri-fond, hvor der også er nogle regler for, hvordan man kunne støtte de der omsættelige 
kvoter. Det er et eksempel på vores lobby-arbejde. Der har vi arbejdet meget kraftigt for, at de 
paragrafer, som vedrøre omsættelige kvoter, udgår af den lovgivning … Men det er sådan den 
fiskeri-faglige-tekniske side af sagen der interesserer os ...  Derudover har vi været meget 
interesserede i at … Altså vores udgangspunkt på en eller anden led er kyst-fiskeriet ... Vi har 
derfor været interesserede i kyst-fiskeriet og den tredje verden. Og det er derfor vi sidder i Long 
Distance RAC, det er ikke fordi vi … Danmark har jo ikke et eneste skib, der (mumbling – 
13.37) … Men det interessante er, at den Europæiske flåde sejler jo ud og fisker i tredje verdens 
farvande på baggrund af nogle partnerskabs-aftaler ... Og dermed tager de fiskene fra de lokale 
fiskere. De har ganske vist betalt for dem, men man er ikke sikker på, at de penge der bliver 
betalt for dem, de kommer kyst-fiskerne til gode. Eller det ved vi faktisk, at de ikke gør ... Det 
vil med andre ord sige, at vores interesse for kystfiskeriet, den rækker altså også længere ud end 
det ... Men altså, det med at folk de skal kunne … så at sige - leve af det hav, der ligger uden for 
døren, i stedet for at de på en eller anden led enten skal flygte eller hvad fanden de skal eller 
gøre ... Det kan vi bl.a. se ved at vi de sidste tre år har sejlet rundt med en udstilling fra 
(mumbling – 14.34) … med bygning på vores skib … nogle figurer lavet af Galsciøt fra Odense 
… Der har vi været rundt i både Norge, Sverige og Tyskland og Danmark med det her 
flygtninge-skib for ligesom at knytte det, at vi modtager flygtninge her på skibe, og samtidig 
med, så fiser vi ud i verden og fisker de fisk, som de egentlig kunne leve af i de deres eget land 
... Det er sådan en meget forkortet udgave af hvad, det er det handler om. Men det er sådan 
nogle eksempler på, hvad kan man sige, vores interesse ... Vores projekt i Eritrea, som i 
øjeblikket er på stand-by på grund af politiske problemer i Eritrea, det er også en støtte til kyst-
fiskeriet i Eritrea og i Det Røde Hav … 
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I 
Okay … Så tror jeg vi vil fortsætte med noget med Levende Havs struktur, som organisation … 
Hvis du kan fortælle lidt om det? Hvordan I er organiseret i arbejdsgrupper og medlemmer … 
 
Olsen  
Det er en meget lille forening så vi har ikke mere en 300 medlemmer, men det er ikke så 
afgørende i den her sammenhæng. Det afgørende er, at der er nogle ildsjæle, der på en eller 
anden led kører de der forskellige projekter, vi har i gang ... Men … Det ligger i vores vedtægter 
og vores måde at være bygget op på, at man skulle have det der hedder et Havpolitisk Forum. 
Hvis der er et eller andet emne, vi synes er interessant, så tager vi et Havpolitisk Forum og siger 
... for eksempel: at bund-maling af skibe. Altså, der bliver benyttet også på de store skibe … 
Den bund-maling, den indeholder nogle gifte som har køns-hormonelle påvirkninger på livet, 
altså, bunddyrene i havet ... Der har vi haft … det ganske vist nogle år siden, men det er sådan 
set ligegyldigt for selve strukturen … der har vi haft et Havpolitisk Forum, som beskæftigede 
sig med det. De kører så det forløb, der står nogle folk og siger, at det vil vi gerne tage os af, så 
kører de det forløb igennem og det kan jo være både et halvt eller et helt år, eller det kan være et 
længere tid … Det er sådan noget, som at vi synes kunne være interessant at prøve at lære de 
(mumbling – 17.00) fiskere at fange de former, der rent faktisk er i Aresøen. Jamen det var et 
projekt, der tog fire år. Med nogle folk som har været ledere på det der … Vi har en bestyrelse 
og så forsøger vi at knytte folk til de forskellige aspekter, der er … Så er de mere eller mindre 
selv-kørende ud fra nogle retningslinjer, som er blevet lagt af bestyrelsen og 
generalforsamlingen …  
 
I  
Hvilken funktion har bestyrelsen så … og de forskellige dele? Er det dem der fastsætter jeres 
politik og så er der nogle der arbejder med det eller …?  
 
Olsen 
Altså … man kan sige, at i dagligdagen der er det bestyrelsen, men bestyrelsen fremlægger sine 
politikker og hvad de vil beskæftige sig med på generalforsamlingen … Og på 
generalforsamlingen bliver de der forskellige ting så diskuteret, og så bliver det … det meget 
sjældent, at der bliver talt om det … men så beslutter man, at det er det, vi vil gå efter. Og så er 
det bestyrelsen forbandede opgave at sørge for, at der er nogle folk, der vil tage sig af det fra 
bestyrelsens side, ikk, altså? … Men altså, mening er, at der skal være nogle arbejdsgrupper, 
kan man sige, som får nogle retningslinjer fra bestyrelsen og nogle penge, eller selv må søge 
det, eller vi har nogle penge, som vi har søgt … Og så må de sørge for at de bliver sendt videre 
… 
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I 
Hov, nu tabte vi dig lidt igen … 
 
Olsen 
… Ja … 
 
I 
Så, nu er du der igen … Dem der sidder i bestyrelsen, hvordan bliver de valgt ind eller hvilken 
baggrund har de kontra arbejdsgrupperne … eller hvordan er arbejdsfordelingen … og den 
faglige fordeling? 
 
Olsen 
Det er folk, der er interesserede. Der er sgu ikke noget særligt i det, det kan man ikke sige. 
Altså, på en helt normal generalforsamling, så er vi en hel normal organisation.  
 
I 
Det er mere om dem, der sidder i bestyrelsen måske er fiskere, har I forskere ind over, eller 
hvad er deres faglige baggrund? 
 
Olsen  
Vores formand er tidligere fisker. Han har fisket med den der kutter, som var fiskeri-
kollektivet’s skib og som nu er foreningens skib. Han har været fisker siden tidernes morgen. 
Og jeg har selv sejlet med, og jeg har selv haft en fiskekutter og sejlet siden også.. jeg kan ikke 
huske hvornår, halvfjerdserne eller hvornår fanden det var. Ellers så har vi en kok siddende, og 
vi har en socialpædagog, og ja.. det er ikke sådan specielt fiskeri-faglige folk. Vi har haft en, 
hvad kan man sige, næsten en udløber af vores projekt i Kasaksthan. En af dem, der var med til 
vores projekt i Kasaksthan, hans datter har taget en marine-biologisk eksamen på RUC i øvrigt 
og Ph.D. Eller er lige ved at blive færdig med sin Ph.D., hun sidder også i bestyrelsen. Vi har jo 
massere af kontakter, hvis vi skal det ene eller det andet, altså hvis vi har med fiskeriet at gøre, 
kystfiskeriet, jamen så ved vi godt, hvem vi skal have fat i, hvis vi har brug for det.  
 
I 
Angående de netværk I er en del af,  nu fandt vi jer jo selv gennem Concord Danmark, og så er 
det Seas At Risk. Er der andre netværk som I arbejder med? 
 
Olsen 
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Vi har været medlem af OCEAN2012, som er sådan en, var ad hoc-organisation, som blev lavet 
i forbindelse med den europæiske fiskeri-reform. Initieret af den amerikanske fond PEW, som 
der er nogle, der har haft meget ondt i røven af, fordi den har haft midler fra olie –industrien. 
Men har en europæiske aflægger og de var meget aktive sammen med SAR til at etablere en 
sammenslutning af de europæiske NGO’er omkring fiskeri-reformen. Og de endte op med at 
have 175 organisationer i Europa, når vi talte til Kommission eller til Parlamentet med noget 
baggrund i disse organisationer. Det har haft meget stor indflydelse på, hvordan den der fiskeri-
reform kommer til at se ud, det kan jeg godt sige dig. Ocean2012, den eksisterer formelt 
stadigvæk, men det var sådan en, der blevet lavet ad hoc, men nu er det absolut på sidste vers 
med den der CFP-reform i EU 
 
I 
I forhold til jeres organisation, det hav-politiske forum, du snakkede om, er det en form for 
oplysningskampagne, I har haft kørende, eller er det nærmere en eller anden form for dialog i 
har haft med folk, der også har været interesserede i emnet? Altså har I debat om sådan noget, 
eller har I været ude og informere? 
 
Olsen 
Begge dele. I øjeblikket, vi har lige startet en ny kampagne, jeg ved ikke om i kan se den folder 
her? Der er en folder som handler om kyst-fiskeriet og dens dårlige stilling her i Danmark. Og 
der har vi startet en kampagne i forbindelse med den store messe, der var i Ålborg her for 14 
dage siden, DanFish, som holdes hvert halvandet år, hvor alle der interesserer sig for fiskeri, det 
traditionelle fiskeri, de møder op. Der havde vi så lavet en kampagne der. Den har også fået 
penge til at fortsætte helt til næste år, hvor vi tager rundt i en række byer for at oplyse om de 
muligheder, der er for at forbrugerne kan blive mere interesserede i at købe det, som er fanget 
efter naturskolens regler for kystfiskeriet. Det er et eksempel på, at vi, der har vi så en aktivitet 
som her er styret af bestyrelsen, men det er i princippet også et oplysende forum, som har den 
der oplysnings-kampagne. Den hedder ”Borgeroplysning for Forbruger-inddragelse”. Det er 
simpelthen et forsøg på, at få forbrugerne til at efterspørge fisk, hvor der er taget hensyn til 
naturen og den måde, de er blevet fanget på. Der er ingen forskel på fisk, men der er forskel på 
den måde, de bliver fanget.  
 
I 
Men sætter I jer så også og har sådan nogle debatter ved siden af? Det kunne for eksempel være 
under denne her konference, der hed Danfish, sagde du. Der har du den udveksling med hvad 
folk egentligt også synes, der er interesseret i det her emne? 
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Olsen 
Vi har en stand, og så stille vi op og forsøger at slå folk oven i hovedet eller kalde dem til og 
sige et eller andet til dem. Folk de ved godt, hvem vi er, så komme de hen og diskutere med os. 
Det er i den der særlige sammenhæng. Men derudover, så gør vi jo meget ud af, at når vi 
kommer på havnene med vores kutter, så har vi altid, i forbindelse med at, der er blevet lavet 
den udstilling, så kommer vi rundt på havnene med, hvor vi er til stede og opfordrer folk til at 
komme og snakke med os og diskutere omkring de der ting. Og der bliver samtidig lavet sådan 
et rade op igennem gaderne, ja, nu kan I ikke se, men det er en havfrue i bronche, der er som 
står på den her vogn op igennem byen og prøver at påkalde sig opmærksomhed og få folk til at 
komme op og se, hvad det er for noget.  
 
I 
Så har jeg lige et sidste spørgsmål til det. Det er nemlig om du har noget kendskab, nu siger du, 
at I er 300 medlemmer. Har du noget kendskab til, hvem der er medlem hos jer? 
 
Olsen 
Jamen,  jeg er kasser. Jamen jeg ved sgu ikke. Det er en meget broget flok. Jeg har ikke nogen. 
Mange af dem har været medlem siden start af foreningen Hav. Så kommer der nye til 
efterhånden som.. Altså her hvor vi har været rundt i de danske havne og så videre, så kommer 
der nye folk til og folk flytter, nogle falder fra, gider ikke mere, eller hvad ved jeg. Det er gamle 
fjolser ligesom mig, og så unge mennesker. 
 
I 
Det er det hele? 
 
Olsen  
Ja. Der er ikke nogen særlig, der ikke et typisk medlem af Levende Hav. Det tror jeg ikke. 
 
I 
Okay, nu vil vi gerne snakke lidt mere om, hvordan I arbejder, nu har du selvfølgeligt fortalt lidt 
om, at I har kampagner kørende, holder dialog forum, men hvilke strategier prøver I at 
implementer, for at fremme jeres dagsorden på EU-niveau, og ikke kun nedad? 
 
Olsen 
 Hvilke strategier vi anvender på EU-niveau?  
 
I 
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Ja, for at fremme den dagsorden, I har og de mærkesager 
 
Olsen 
Lad os sige, reelt så er der jo tale om lobby-virksomhed. Når vi snakker om SAR, det er jo en 
regulær lobby-virksomhed, ikk? Der er derfor, at kontoret ligger i Bruxelles. Og der har vi nogle 
folk, som har ekspertise inden for forskellige områder, som går til møde med folk fra 
Kommissionen eller møder op til de høringer, der er i parlamentet, og samarbejder med de andre 
NGO’er inden for miljøet i Bruxelles. Det er helt normal lobby-virksomhed. Så er det lidt 
anderledes med Long Distance RAC, fordi at der kan man sige, der er det en eller anden form 
for institutionaliseret lobby-virksomhed. Fordi der sidder vi og bliver bedt om at afleverer, hvad 
hedder det nu, vores synspunkter og få indflydelse på, hvad der bliver vedtaget og bestemt 
omkring fiskeriet. Et konkret eksempel: Her for to måneder siden har Kommissionen siddet, i 
forbindelse med den der Europæiske Fiskeri-fond, som er på seks milliarder kroner… Der blev 
der besluttet fra Kommissionen side, ved de forslag som blev lagt og skulle stemmes om i 
parlamentet, at man ville reducere beløbet til, hvad kan man sige, data-indsamling, altså så vi 
ved hvor meget bliver fanget og hvor meget bliver smidt ud, altså alt der vedrøre statistik på 
fiskeriet. Der ville man reducerer beløbet og ville også reducere beløbet til kontrol, for så at 
bruge dem til noget andet i stedet for. Der var vi klar over, at det var ikke i vores interesse. 
Vores interesse er, at man bliver skarpere på disse data som muligt, for at man kan vurdere 
fiskebestanden og hvad fanden, er det der foregår og så videre og så videre. Og da vi som 
NGO’er blev opmærksomme på, at Kommissionen havde gjort det, så satte vi i gang inden for 
NGO’ernes kreds i den der RAC at formulere en skrivelse, som kunne komme for retten, også 
fra industrien; det var lidt af et kunststykke, at vi i enighed med industrien kan formulere en 
anden politik end det Kommissionen har forslået, og det kørte frem og tilbage i RAC-
sammenhæng og vi fik så, det tager jo lang tid, når man skal sidde og rette kommaer for 
hinanden i sådan nogle skrivelser, den blev så vedtaget på et, ja, her i sidste uge var jeg til RAC-
møde i Bruxelles, og der vedtog vi den der skrivelse. Og den er nu på det møde, der bliver 
afholdt, og den afstemning, der bliver afholdt i Europa-parlamentet, der er den med som et 
ændringsforslag. Så det er sådan et helt konkret eksempel på, hvordan tingene fungerer. så kan 
Europa-parlamentarikerne så sige, Jamen, der er kommet et forslag her fra RAC’en, det der er 
en dårlig idé og sådan og sådan, og vi stemmer imod, hvad Kommissionen siger, vi vil hellere 
have det sådan. Hvis vi ikke havde lavet det der udspil, så er det ikke sikkert, at Europa-
parlamentet havde forholdt sig til det, de havde sagt ”nårh ja, hvad fa’n” eller et eller andet, ikk? 
Ja, det er den måde, det fungerer på i forbindelse med RAC’en.  
 
I 
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Okay, så på den måde kan I rent faktisk gå ind og påvirke, hvad de, ja, gør. Hvor ofte arbejder I 
med sager, der vedrøre EU i EU? 
 
Olsen 
Det gør jeg stort set hele tiden. Du skal regne med, jeg er pensionist, jeg har ikke andet at se på. 
 
I 
Men når man nu snakker om den kampagne, I lige har kørt, det lyder som om den er meget 
lokalt forankret, hvis man kan sige det på den måde. Det handler mere om oplysning i Danmark. 
Kører I også sådan en kampagne op på EU-niveau, eller er der en forskel på, hvornår I snakker 
om EU, og hvornår I snakker om lokale ting? 
 
Olsen   
Det her, det er et meget godt eksempel, fordi i forbindelse med, at jeg var i Bruxelles i sidste 
uge, der gik vi igennem, Vi får altid sådan briefinger fra de embedsmænd, som sidder og 
forhandler tingene i Kommissionen, de kommer og,  og én af de ting, jeg fik at vide der det var, 
at i den nye lovgivning , der bliver der mulighed for at lave kampagner for bæredygtigt fiskeri, i 
forbindelse med det. Og det kunne jeg jo glædeligt komme hjem og fortælle de andre, at nu skal 
I fandme se: Den kampagne vi nu har lavet her, den vil vi jo gerne have løftet over til at blive en 
Europæisk kampagne. Altså, det gav simpelthen mening (mumler). Og det er fordi, ja der er 
mange andre lange historier i forbindelse med det, men det er fordi, at der findes et 
fiskerimærke for, hvad hedder det,  MSC-mærket, Marine Stewardship Counsil har et mærke for 
bæredygtigt fiskeri, det er præsenteret for ministeren her i Danmark (mumler), og det er noget 
forfærdeligt juks, de har lavet. I forbindelse med vores kampagne her om kyst-fiskeriet har de 
også lige lanceret et mærke, der hedder (mumler), som vi rent faktisk har lanceret og lavet regler 
for i slutningen af 90’erne. Så vi håber at Danmarks fiskeriforening, vi havde stoppet, eller fået 
på vores mærkning, de bliver smidt ud af Danmarks firskeriforening, fordi de støttede vores 
(mumler), så det det  (tekniske problemer). Det har vi opnået i forbindelse med det. Nu kan jeg 
se, den falder ud igen. Hvad gør man for det? 
 
I 
Det gør Skype altid, desværre. Skal vi ikke gå videre til netværk. Vi vil rigtigt gerne høre, 
hvordan I samarbejder med forskellige netværk? 
 
Olsen 
Ja, jeg ved ikke (…) Ja, det gør vi jo ved, at vi er tilstede i det samme rum som de er, og 
diskuterer det. Det er jo et spørgsmål om, at man mødes, men det meste foregår jo selvfølgelig 
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på e-mail. (Tekniske problemer). Men altså vi bruger jo mail, ikk? Jeg er jo i daglig kontakt 
med de der forskellige folk, jeg kender rundt omkring i organisationerne, hvor man altså får 
forskellige nyhedsbreve eller (mumler) eller hvad fa’n. Hvis der er nogle, der hører et eller andet 
om et eller andet, så fortæller de om det. Jeg har også været til møder med folk fra Baltikum, 
altså baltiske RAC, der er svenskere og tyskere og polakker, som man kender der efter et par 
møder med dem. Så på den måde der lærer man jo efterhånden en hel del folk at kende, som 
indgår i mange forskellige sammenhænge. Det er sgu et forholdsvist begrænset antal 
mennesker, når det kommer til stykket, selvom det er et stort foretagende, så er det mange af de 
samme man møder rundt omkring … 
 
I 
Men handler det så om, med den mailkontakt I har, at I finder nogle mærkesager sammen, hvor 
I får snakket om hvordan I skal fremsætte nogle strategier i EU ved netop at samarbejde eller 
hvordan …? 
 
Olsen 
Det gør vi ikke ret meget, for det gør vi i SAR. I SAR, der har vi ... det er der vi lægger vores 
arbejde, det kan vi slet ikke overkomme. SAR består af 18 NGO’er. Vi er kun en enkelt i den 
der sammenhæng. Naturforbundet de har 500.000 medlemmer, de er også medlem af SAR. Så 
vi repræsenterer flere millioner europæiske medlemmer, vi repræsenterer i SAR. Og derovre, 
der bliver der så på generalforsamlingen lavet et arbejdsprogram, som er meget detaljeret og 
som har at gøre med, hvad er det for nogle kampagner, vi vil køre, og hvor vil vi søge pengene 
fra og så videre og så videre. For at finansiere ved at … vi er så at sige på EU’s finanslov. Vi får 
lige knap 100.000 euro fra EU om året. Resten af vores penge skal vi søge i fonde og så videre 
og så videre. Og det er et arbejder, der tager lang tid og skal planlægges og projektet skal 
beskrives. Det er der vi diskuterer med de andre medlemmer om: hvad vil vi gerne prioritere i 
den her sammenhæng? Det er sådan en løbende diskussion. For eksempel nu her, så vil EU satse 
meget stærkt på aqua-kultur og opdrætsfisk. De afsætter frygtelig mange penge på at lave 
opdrætsfisk. Men man kan spørge dem, hvad skal de der fisk leve af? Det er så en helt anden 
sag. Men derfor har vi afsat man-power og penge til at lave nogle undersøgelser omkring aqua-
kultur, således at man kan få en bæredygtighed i aqua-kulturen inden (mumbling). Så det 
arbejder vi stærkt på nu. Det er ikke noget I kan høre eller se noget om nogle steder, det 
kommer i løbet af næste forår. Ja altså, men sådan noget det tager …  det startede vi på for 
halvandet år siden.  
I 
Okay, så det er en lang proces?  
GS-B, ISG! ! ROSKILDE UNIVERSITY!
  FALL 2013 
! 169 
Olsen 
Ja, og der skal mange penge til. Og gøre det for ellers så står vi bare og råber i et hjørne jo.  
I 
Du snakker om fonde som I søger direkte sammen i netværk og jer, og så er der også andre 
gange hvor I mere direkte kommer med nogle forslag. Hvordan er jeres samarbejde med 
netværk ift. det, f.eks. hvad bruger I Concord til? Nu har du fortalt meget om SAR også, men 
hvad med Concord Danmark og der er også Concord Europe? 
Olsen 
Jamen, dem har vi. Det vil jeg simpelthen sige, det er sådan lidt en side ... Det har ikke været 
sådan en del af vores hovedbeskæftigelse, men vi har brugt dem i forbindelse med en kampagne 
for, hvad hedder ... altså den der sult-kampagne, den med 2015-målene. De der kampagner, der 
har Concord været initiativtager. I den forbindelse har vi brugt dem. Vi blev medlem af dem for 
nogle år siden i forbindelse med vores projekter i tredje verdens lande. Og så har vi brugt dem i 
forbindelse med et projekt, som vi har på ved vilje i EU i Eritrea. Det er ikke vores fiskeri-
projekt, men det er et vand-projekt. Og så har vi brugt deres kontor i Asmara til at være med at 
støtte op og være med til at få det her projekt til at fungere. Det er så et eksempel på, hvordan vi 
bruger dem.  
I 
Så det er også lidt et ressource-netværk? 
Olsen 
 Ja, det er det. 
I 
Nu vil  jeg bare lige høre, nu har du nævnt SAR og Concord, Long Distance Rac, Ocean 2012 
og så HCA i forhold til noget europæisk fiskerireform. Fik jeg fat i den rigtigt? 
Olsen 
Hvad sagde du det sidste var – HCA? 
I 
HCA ja, i forhold til den europæiske fiskerireform, at det var sådan et netværk nedsat af 
Kommissionen på en eller anden måde. 
Olsen 
Nej det siger mig ikke noget. HCA, det siger mig ikke noget. 
I 
Den streger vi bare lige, jeg skal lige høre om der er andre europæiske netværk, du sidder i? 
Udover dem jeg har nævnt, eller som I er en del af. Eller nationale som I samarbejder med på 
EU-niveau? 
Olsen 
Vi har et nationalt samarbejde, som vi kalder Fiskeri-Fagligt Netværk. Og det er ikke noget, jeg 
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har så meget at gøre med. Det er Afrika-Kontakt, og hvad fanden hedder, jeg kan sgu aldrig 
huske, hvad de hedder, som beskæftiger sig med fiskeri.. øh.. i Øst-asien, det kan jeg simpelthen 
ikke lige komme i tanke om. Det er tre eller fire organisationer dér, der har lavet nogle kontakter 
også til et sted i Sydafrika, hvor vi har haft nogle heroppe (mumbling) og vi har også, vi har 
lavet en rapport omkring deres rolle i kystfiskeriet i tredjeverdens lande. (mumbling). Men det 
er ikke noget, jeg har beskæftiget mig særligt meget med. Det var ham, der var i bestyrelsen, der 
har taget sig af ... Men det er sådan et eksempel på et lokalt netværk. Og så har vi sådan nogle, 
hvad skal man sige, ad-hoc netværk. Nu her i forbindelse med at der skulle laves en ændring af 
reglerne for kystfiskeriet eller reglerne for fiskeri i Danmark, det har jeg haft kontakt med det, 
der hedder, kystfisker-udvalget. Og i den forbindelse har vi så lavet en ... der blev vi så indkaldt 
i ministeriet til at være med til at lave en rapport omkring det der kystfiskeri og hvad, der skulle 
ske. Og i den forbindelse, så er det klart at, når NGO’erne bliver indkaldt i sådan en 
sammenhæng, så sætter vi os jo ved siden af hinanden på en eller anden led. Fordi industrien og 
de andre, de har sat sig ved siden af hinanden. Og det var sammen med Greenpeace og Verdens 
Naturfond og os og Danmarks Naturfredningsforening. Det har jeg ikke været med i det der 
arbejde, det var vores formand, der sad i det der udvalg. Men så har vi så sammen med de andre 
NGOer lavet et indspil i den der rapport på, hvad vi synes var ... Og det er i øvrigt noget af det 
som vi fører videre i den der kampagne for kystfiskeriet her. Det er noget af det vi skal ned med 
(mumbling) ... Det er sådan endnu et eksempel. Vi har også været med i, hvad hedder den, 
Fjorde, Bælt og Kyst, eller hvad fanden, en eller anden forening der. Der fik vi så ikke noget for 
vores, altså den energi vi brugte der, den kom der ikke rigtigt noget ud af. 
I 
Hvad siger du, det hed? 
Olsen 
Så vidt jeg husker, så hed det Fjorde, Bælt og Kyst. Så et eller andet … det er sådan en forening, 
som er sådan … som også var lidt aktiv i forbindelse med den naturparkslovgivning der.  Men 
det er sådan mere kystnatur og sådan noget der. Det har vi droppet, for der er jo grænser for, 
hvad helvede vi kan … 
I 
Men når I indgår i de her samarbejder er det så tit en reaktion på den EU-førte politikker eller er 
det mere en udformning af forslag? 
Olsen  
Altså, vi reagerer … vi er jo pro-aktive. Det er ikke sådan, at vi kender hele EU’s politik. vi har 
kendskab til, hvad det er, der er på vej igennem systemet. Så det er at påvirke det inden. Inden 
det er for sent. F.eks. denne her fiskerireform, det arbejde, det startede i 2011, og det blev 
vedtaget nu her, med virkning fra 1. Januar. Sådan har det været i de europæiske sammenhænge. 
Der er vi med helt fra starten af, hvor de der ting, de bliver foreslået og hvad ved jeg. 
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I 
Er I også selv med til at starte nogle forslag til ændringer uden, at EU har rykket på sig? Så er 
der måske nogle interesser, hvor I tænker, her må vi lobbye for at der kommer en ændring?  
Olsen 
Nej, der har vi ikke været endnu. Fordi, det har jo alt sammen været justeringer det er jo store 
ting, det har været justeringer. Men her, hvor vi snakker om det, jeg fortalte om for lidt siden 
med mærkningsordninger. Det har virkelig været noget, der rykker, fordi EU har jo ikke nogen 
mærkningsordning for fisk. Så derfor i realiteten er det et privat firma, som oprindeligt var 
Unilever, som lavede det der mærke. Vi vil gerne have et mærke for fiskeri på linje med det 
europæiske økologimærke. Der kan man sige,  der er det os, der pusher for at få det der 
igennem.  Når jeg har nævnt det for de andre i EU, så ruller de med øjnene og siger, det kan vi 
slet ikke magte. Det holder vi nu fast ved. Under alle omstændigheder, så bliver det rimeligt 
nødvendigt her i forbindelse med den større interesse for aqua-kultur. I dag, der har vi ikke mere 
end de europæiske farvande, vi kan kun fange hvad der svarer til hvad der svarer til 40-45 % af 
vores forbrug af fisk resten importerer vi eller får lavet ved aqua-kultur. Så I kan godt se, der er 
et problem. For ti år siden kunne vi selv fange de fisk, det kan vi altså ikke mere. Det siger 
noget om Middelhavet, som er helt forfærdeligt. 
I  
Okay, hvordan har du oplevet, at EU åbner op for muligheder for at få et samarbejde med 
NGO’er? 
Olsen 
De er meget åbne. De er meget interesserede. (mumbling) gerne til vores møder. 
I 
Er der sket en ændring over tid?  
Olsen 
Så lang tid har jeg ikke været med. (mumbling). De er meget interesserede, fordi de er klar over, 
hvis vi virkelig laver rav i den, så får de nogle problemer – dem kan de ligeså godt tage på 
forhånd. Og de erkender også, at det er rent praktisk. Ind i mellem er der noget rimelig 
fornuftigt, i det vi kommer med. Så det er både almindelig simpel cost benefit analyse, der 
fortæller, at det er en god ide at gå til møder med os. Hvis vi henvender os til Kommissionen og 
gerne vil have nogen til at komme og fortælle om et eller andet eller vi gerne vil fortælle om 
noget, så kommer de. 
I 
Nu siger du selv, at I har fået et sæde i et rådgivende organ på en eller anden måde, Long 
Distance Rac, tror jeg det hed.  
Olsen 
Long Distance Fleet Regional Advisory Council hedder det. 
GS-B, ISG! ! ROSKILDE UNIVERSITY!
  FALL 2013 
! 172 
I 
Sådan. Så Rac, det er en forkortelse? 
Olsen 
Ja, det er Rac’en,  
I 
Ja, men på hvilke andre måder tager de selv initiativer eller gør de overhovedet det? 
Olsen 
Jamen altså hver gang, der er et eller andet, så sørger de for, at man bliver inviteret med. Nu er 
der også høringer nu her. I næste uge skal jeg til Bruxelles igen, for at det ikke skal være løgn. 
Men det er om det der hedder Illegal, Urapporteret og Ureguleret Fiskeri, som der holdes sådan 
en to dages konference om, som er et samarbejde imellem Kommission og Parlamentet og 
NGO’erne. Det er sådan et eksempel på, hvordan vi gerne vil have gjort noget ved det og ikke 
rigtig kan finde ud af det. Men vi har fælles interesser, og så besluttede man sig for at finde ud 
af, hvordan kan man løse specielt det her problem. Det er et stort problem for tunfiskeriet i 
Stillehavet og Atlanterhavet. 
I 
Så kan jeg lige høre, sætter EU nogle krav til jer, når I bliver inviteret på denne måde? 
Olsen 
Ikke rigtigt. Det har jeg ikke oplevet. Hvis man markerer sin interesse og ikke går rundt med 
bomber i baglommen, så bliver man inviteret med. Sådan er det. Det har udviklet sig over tiden 
(mumbling). Der er mange lobbyister også NGO’er i Bruxelles. Og de har fundet en modus 
vivendi, som gør at begge parter har fornøjelse af hinanden. Der er også nogle af dem, der i dag 
arbejder i en NGO, i morgen arbejder de i Kommissionen, de rekrutterer simpelthen folk. Vi har 
også nogle, der har arbejdet i Kommissionen, der i dag er ansat i NGO’erne. 
I  
Okay, vi synes, vi har fået svar på det, vi gerne ville. 
Olsen 
Ellers så må I jo spørge igen.  
I 
Det vil vi nemlig meget gerne. Jeg vil lige høre, har du nogle dokumenter eller hvordan 
strukturen i jeres samarbejde med de forskellige netværk er tilrettelagt? Et organigram eller 
noget? 
Olsen 
Nej det har jeg ikke. Men på vores hjemmeside, der kan I jo se, hvordan vi er organiserede. 
Selvom den aldrig er blevet så opdateret … alle de ting de ligger gemt på en diskette, vi ved 
aldrig hvor de er. Og så ved jeg sgu ikke. Hvis I går på Long Distances Rac’s hjemmeside, så 
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kan I også se, hvordan det er organiseret. Alt det der. Og så kan I også hvordan og hvorledes. 
Jeg har ikke noget at fortælle mere, end det jeg har sagt her. Ikke på skrift. 
I 
Det er også fint, du har fortalt om det, så må vi undersøge det på hjemmesiderne. Tusind tak for 
hjælpen. 
Olsen 
Det var så lidt.  
I 
Jeg vil lige hurtigt høre, vi vil jo meget gerne have et ekstra interview. Det kommer jo nok til at 
foregå på en anden måde, da vi jo nok har undersøgt en masse andre ting.  
Olsen 
Det kan vi bare gøre 
I 
Fedt, vi prøver at se om vi kan gøre det i live, da det her Skype det kun fungerer nogenlunde. 
Tak for din tid, vi kontakter dig igen snart.  
Olsen 
Det er fint. 
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APPENDIX 9  
 
Interview 
Erik Olsen 
Danish Society for a Living Sea 
(Second interview) 
 
The first two and a half minutes deal with technical problems regarding Skype. 
 
I  
… Tak fordi du vil være med igen, det er vi virkelig beærede over. 
 
Olsen  
Okay. 
 
I  
Nu skal du høre, i det første interview ønskede vi bare at høre lidt om, hvem I arbejdede 
sammen med. I det her interview kommer vi til at være lidt mere kritiske. Det er slet ikke, fordi 
vi synes, I laver et dårligt arbejde, vi synes, I laver et godt arbejde. Jeg vil bare lige forberede 
dig på, at vi har nogle lidt kritiske spørgsmål i stedet for. 
 
Olsen  
Bare slå løs. 
 
I  
Ja, fedt. Så vil jeg også bare sige, at du nok kan føle, at nogle af spørgsmålene er gentagelser. 
Men det er der en god årsag til, at vi godt vil have uddybet nogle små ting. Jeg hedder Laura, 
jeg var også til sidste interview, men jeg sad og lyttede mest med. Denne her gang, der styrer 
jeg interviewet, og så har jeg Maja ved min side, som også er i vores gruppe.  
 
Olsen  
Ja. 
 
I  
Og interviewet her bliver igen optaget og skrevet ned. Det er i orden ikke? 
 
Olsen  
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Jo. 
 
I  
Jeg tænkte også på, fordi vi jo skriver meget om jer i vores opgave, om du har lyst til at få 
tilsendt vores opgave efterfølgende? 
 
Olsen 
Selvfølgelig. Meget gerne. 
 
I  
Ja, det skal vi da i hvert fald sørge for. Jeg tror også, jeg håber i hvert fald, at der er nogle ting, 
som I kan bruge fra den. Det satser vi på. Vi regner igen med, at det tager ca. en time. Er det 
okay? 
 
Olsen  
Ja. 
 
I  
Super. Har du nogle spørgsmål, inden vi går i gang? 
 
Olsen  
Næ. 
 
I  
Det første vi egentlig vil spørge ind til, det er den der fiskerireform, som du har snakket rigtig 
meget om. Jeg ved ikke, om du på en eller anden måde igen kan beskrive jeres arbejde for at få 
indflydelse på fiskerireformen? 
 
Olsen  
Jo, det arbejde er jo foregået via de organisationer, vi samarbejder med i Bruxelles … primært. 
Vi har også indsendt et høringssvar, men det går langt tilbage i tiden, da den fiskerireform 
overhovedet startede. Arbejdet med at få indflydelse det starter med, at arbejdet med de 
organisationer, vi arbejder med. To hovedpunkter i dem: den ene, det er Seas At Risk, som er en 
paraplyorganisation for miljø-NGO’er med primær interesse i havet. Det er mange andre 
miljøorganisationer. Det andet det er OCEAN 2012, der bl.a. det ene formål at lave 
lobbyarbejde omkring fiskerireformen. De er to instanser, som vi har samarbejdet med. Den der 
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OCEAN 2012, den blev dannet ud fra bl.a. initiativet fra Seas At Risk og en europæiskfunderet 
Pew-organisation.  
 
I 
Pew-organisation? 
 
Olsen 
Ja den har sin oprindelse og har hentet sine penge fra en stor oliefond i USA. Men de har også et 
kontor baseret … og arbejder med europæiske forhold også. De har et kontor i Bruxelles. Men 
det er dem, der primært har finansieret hele den her kampagne om ... Det er dem, der har haft 
pengene til at have folk ansat til at lave lobbyarbejde.  
 
I  
Ja, okay.  
 
Olsen 
Den her organisation OCEAN 2012, sluttede op af … så vidt jeg husker 175 forskellige NGO’er 
i hele Europa som medlemmer til at tale den sag, man nu kunne blive enige om i den gruppe. Vi 
har ikke alle sammen 175 siddet der på en gang, men der er blevet sendt breve ud, som man har 
skulle (mumbling) … og det har været det afgørende talerør overfor Europa-Parlamentet og 
Kommissionen.  
 
I 
Okay, det har OCEAN 2012 været/er. Hvilke ressourcer har I så selv skulle lægge i arbejdet? 
Når du nu siger, I har arbejdet hovedsageligt sammen med disse to organisationer, hvor mange 
ressourcer har I fra Levende Havs side skulle lægge i det? 
 
Olsen 
Der har ikke været andre ressourcer end dem, jeg har været i stand til at lægge i det. Vi har jo 
ikke nogen ansatte, der kan tage sig tid det. Derfor er jeg alene med det, altså det har været et 
arbejde, jeg har påtaget mig. Og så har jeg haft bestyrelsen og andre medlemmer af Levende 
Hav som ressourcepersoner i denne her sammenhæng. 
 
I 
Okay, så de har trådt lidt til og hjulpet lidt. 
 
Olsen 
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Ja, ja, der har selvfølgelig været punkter, der skulle diskuteres … vi har jo primært interesseret 
os … det vores helt afgørende interesse i fiskerireformen har været det, der hedder omsættelige 
kvoter. I høj grad om fiskeriet skulle styres af omsættelige kvoter eller om det skulle være en 
anden måde at regulere fiskeriet på. Det er vores hovedinteresse, og der kan man sige, der har vi 
haft en vis fordel idet det blev indført her i Danmark i 2007 … og det har samtidig været sådan, 
at vores embedsmænd … danske embedsmænd i Fødevare- og Fiskeriministeriet … har forsøgt 
at sælge de her ideer om de her omsættelige kvoter som reguleringsfaktor til Europa-
Kommissionen. Der har vi så været … hvad kan man sige … særligt aktive omkring lige præcis 
den der del af fiskerireformen. 
 
I 
Så I har haft mulighed for at sige noget om det her emne, fordi I også som lille organisation har 
haft en viden, som ikke har eksisteret i resten af Europa? 
 
Olsen  
Ja, altså viden, den har selvfølgelig eksisteret, men vi har haft erfaringerne med den herhjemme 
fra. Fordi den blev indført for alvor som regulering for hele fiskeriet i 2007.  
 
I 
Ja, rigtig, rigtig spændende. Hvis jeg så lige må hoppe videre til jeres sag i Eritrea. Kan du også 
beskrive … jeg ved jo selvfølgelig ikke, hvor meget du ved om det, fordi sådan som jeg husker 
det, så var det Knud, der sad på den? 
 
Olsen  
Ja. 
 
I 
Men kan du beskrive jeres arbejde med Eritrea-projektet? Også i forhold til jeres netværk. 
 
Olsen 
Altså, der har vi et netværk, som hedder Fiskerifagligt Netværk, det er et danskbaseret netværk, 
ene alene som det står. Og så dem, der hedder Afrikakontakter (mumbling),  som har fiskeriet i 
Fjernøsten og sådan noget. De to organisationer har været vores danske basis i forbindelse med 
vores arbejde med den plan. Det er et samarbejde, der er blevet etableret for … ja, hvad fanden 
er det 5-8 år siden. Det er ikke fordi det har haft nogen særlig indflydelse på vores arbejde i 
denne her sammenhæng, men der er ikke ret mange i Danmark, der arbejder med de her ting, så 
derfor har det været dem som der i Danmark har været vores samarbejdspartnere eller dem, der 
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har (mumbling) … men det har ikke direkte haft noget med Eritrea at gøre, der har vi haft en 
samarbejde med den eritreiske venskabsforening … i stedet for … for ligesom at have en 
kontakt dernede. Det har egentlig ikke været et netværksarbejde, det er simpelthen på sigt 
gennemført i Eritrea … så at sige … har været på vores egne præmisser med penge fra Danida. 
 
I  
Ja, og med nogle samarbejdspartnere i Danmark og i Eritrea? 
 
Olsen 
Ja, altså samarbejdspartnere i Danmark, der har det primært være den eritreiske 
venskabsforening, men det er begrænset, hvad der har været af samarbejde. Vi har holdt nogle 
møder og udvekslet nogle erfaringer i forbindelse med, at der har været nogle problemer med 
overhovedet at få det til at fungere i Eritrea.  
 
I  
Ja, hvad med … I har ikke brugt Concord i forhold til at søge penge? 
 
Olsen  
Nej. 
 
I 
Nej, okay. Det vi kan forstå med Eritreaprojektet … du sagde sidst, at projektet var sat på 
standby. Ved du hvad grunden er til det? 
 
Olsen 
Ja, grunden er helt enkelt, at den eritreaske regering smed alle NGO’er ud for to-tre år siden.  
 
Off the record. 
 
I 
Hov, nå du er der stadig. Jamen, det er meget interessant, må jeg så spørge, hvad har I så gjort 
for at imødegå det her problem? Jeg kan godt høre, det lyder som et centralt problem i sådan et 
projekt. Men er I gået sammen med andre samarbejdspartnere og har prøvet at presse 
regeringen? 
 
Olsen 
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Nej, vi er ikke interesserede i denne her politiske diskussion. Jeg tror ikke, det fører nogen 
steder hen. (Mumbling) … ved de bedst selv, det er håbløst. 
 
I 
I er heller ikke gået igennem nogle af jeres europæiske netværk for at prøve at presse? 
 
Olsen 
Der er jo ingen andre end os, der arbejder med det, så det kan jo være ligegyldigt. Concord har 
… eller EU har et kontor i hovedstaden, der har vi haft nogle kontakter i forbindelse med 
gennemførelsen af det der … jeg kan ikke huske om jeg har fortalt om det der ... Ferskvands 
(Mumbling)… men det er ligesom en afblødning af det der fiskeri (Mumbling). 
 
I 
Okay, der har I haft  nogle forskellige kontakter? 
 
Olsen 
Ja, vi har haft kontakter i EU … og der har Concord, som også … de har hjulpet os, da de jo er 
en europæisk organisation.  
 
I 
På hvilken måde? 
 
Olsen 
De har klaget og så videre. Vi kan jo ikke ringe til Eritrea hver dag, og de har forsøgt at tage 
nogle kontakter på den måde, de har fået det til at fungere på. Det har betydet, at vi har kunne 
udskyde afklaringen på det her projekt om ferskvand f.eks., fordi det kunne egentlig være 
gennemført på halvandet år, men det halvandet år er gået, og vi er slet ikke kommet i gang med 
det. Vi har fået bevilliget penge, og de står på vores konto, men vi har simpelthen ikke kunne 
komme i gang, fordi de ikke i realiteten ville have noget samarbejde med nogen.  
 
I 
Okay, så har I fået lov til at beholde pengene indtil projektet kan komme op at stå? 
 
Olsen 
Ja, indtil der er kommet en eller anden form for afklaring.  
 
I 
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Okay, spændende. Så tænker jeg vi går lidt videre til Levende Hav som kapacitet eller 
ressource, som vi kalder det. Hvor mange frivillige er I, og hvor mange ansatte er I? 
 
Olsen 
Vi er ingen ansatte. 
 
I 
Ingen ansatte.   
 
Olsen 
Der er nogle folk, der får løn i bestemte situationer. De bliver hyret ind til det ene eller det 
andet.  Vi har f.eks. lavet en rapport om small scale … 
 
I 
Om hvad? 
 
Olsen 
Small scale … altså kystfiskeri i tredjeverdens lande. Det er en rapport, som (mumbling) … 
større ting. Der har vi haft en person ansat i tre måneder for at lave de der udredningsarbejde … 
altså ad hoc er der nogen, der bliver ansat til at udføre bestemte opgaver. 
 
I 
Og hvor kommer jeres økonomiske midler så fra? Er det fra medlemskontingenter? 
 
Olsen 
Nej det er det ikke … det forslår som en skrædder i helvede i denne her sammenhæng. Bl.a. det 
her udviklingsprojekt, det er selvfølgelig Danida-penge i en eller anden udgave … og, der har vi 
også haft penge fra fonde af forskellige slags … også udenfor Danmarks grænser. Der har vi så 
på … medlemskontingent det er måske 40.000 kr. på årsbasis … det kan man ikke ret meget 
andet end at købe frimærker og ringe i telefon for. Vi finansieres selv af fonder og 
udviklingsmidler. 
 
I 
Hvor mange frivillige er I i alt, tror du? 
 
Olsen 
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Det er sgu svært at sige. Det vi … folk bliver mobiliseret i forbindelse med konkrete projekter. 
Det tror jeg, jeg fortalte om … at vi netop var startet en ny kampagne for kystfiskeri og 
mærkningen af kystfiskeri. Der har så været en hel del folk engageret i at lave udstillingen på 
den ene eller den anden måde, altså få det til at fungere … det er måske 10-15 mennesker, der 
har været mere eller mindre involveret i at få det projekt … og så er der nogle andre, der 
beskæftiger sig med nogle bredere ting. Jeg vil skyde på … hvis du ser hen over årene, så er der 
ikke mere end en 20 personer, der for alvor er engageret i de der forskellige aktiviteter.  
 
I 
Hvor mange sidder I i bestyrelsen?  
 
Olsen 
7. 
 
I 
Nu sagde du før, at i forbindelse med fiskerireformen, der har det hovedsageligt været dig og 
bestyrelsen. Hvor meget af jeres tid, af de frivilliges tid, bruger I på jeres netværk? 
 
Olsen 
Det er primært mig, jeg ved ikke, hvor meget tid jeg bruger på det. Jeg er uden for 
arbejdsmarkedet, jeg er pensionist, så jeg har rigelig tid. Tror man. Jeg vil skyde på at jeg bruger 
… nu har jeg andre funktioner i foreningen også … jeg bruger vel 10-15  timer om ugen. 
 
I 
Og det er hovedsageligt dig, der tager sig af det, der er ikke andre, der sidder på den kontakt 
også? 
 
Olsen 
Nej. Primært mig. 
 
I 
Nej. Nå, så vil vi rykke lidt videre til hver af jeres netværk, for vi har jo snakket med dem også. 
De har været rigtig søde til også at ville i kontakt med os. Og hvis jeg nu starter med SAR, Seas 
At Risk, hvilke af jeres holdninger, synes du, at SAR repræsenterer? Hvor dækker de ind på 
jeres holdninger? 
 
Olsen 
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De er meget enige om naturskånsomt fiskeri. Kystfiskeriet og det naturskånsomme fiskeri, det 
er der stor enighed om mellem os og SAR. 
 
I 
Søger I også at få mange af jeres interesser og holdninger på dagsordenen i netop det netværk? 
 
Olsen 
De er på dagsordenen, det er ikke noget vi forsøger, de er på dagsordenen. Der er nok nogle 
uenigheder om, hvilken mærkningsordning, hvilken labelling vi ønsker … der er nogle engelske 
kræfter, som er særligt interesserede i C mærket, og det er vi ikke satans interesserede i. Vi 
kommer nok til at tage nogle diskussioner omkring akvakultur og hele problemstillingen bliver 
central inden for de næste par år. 
 
I 
Hvordan sidder I så og kæmper mod de engelske organisationer, der er mere interesserede i 
noget andet? Hvordan løser I det i netværket? 
 
Olsen 
Ved at argumentere til møderne … også i skriftlig form … der er en hel del af sådan nogle ting, 
de foregår ved at et skrift starter med at blive sendt ud og så bliver det kommenteret af alle dem, 
der orker og har tid til det, indtil man ender med et dokument, man alle sammen kan stå ved. 
Det er den måde, det foregår på. 
 
I 
Okay, så det er faktisk en konsensus mellem alle jer, der bliver søgt? 
 
Olsen 
Ja. 
 
I 
Er det i den forbindelse så en fordel at have mange ressourcer og være en stor organisation? 
 
Olsen 
Ja. I nogle tilfælde er vi nødt til … hvad kan man sige … at opgive. Og så sige … det kunne 
være værre og så lade det være. Vi kan ikke … hvis der er nogle ting, vi ikke er enige om, så 
kan vi ikke følge op på alle mulige ting. 
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I 
Nej, så I prioriterer ligesom mellem jeres interesser og vælger de vigtigste? 
 
Olsen  
Ja. 
 
I 
Ja, godt. Nu har du jo nævnt, at du bruger 10-15 timer om ugen på dine netværkskontakter. Ved 
du, hvor mange af dem, der bliver brugt på SAR? 
 
Olsen 
Nej, det ved jeg sgu ikke … det eneste, det er alle de der forskellige politikker der kommer af 
den ene eller anden karakter. Det er svært at sige. Bestyrelsesarbejdet, det er til at overskue. Det 
foregår ved, at der holdes et telefonmøde en gang hver anden måned eller sådan noget. Det er 
ikke det, man bliver træt af. Det er svært at sige. Jeg mødes jo med de folk fra SAR, når jeg er 
til møde i Long Distance Rac, for der sidder SAR også som medlem. Der mødes jeg med de der 
folk. F.eks. jeg skal til Madrid her i næste weekend, og der vil vi mødes, og så hvis der har 
været nogle diskussioner undervejs, så får vi jo lejlighed til der at diskutere. 
 
I 
Ja, det er selvfølgelig klart. Jeg hopper lige tilbage til SAR, i det store forum som SAR er, der I 
sidder jo mange organisationer, synes du så, at I som lille organisation, har mulighed for at 
påvirke noget? 
 
Olsen 
Ja, det synes jeg, vi har. Det er svært at sige, for påvirkning er jo noget, der fortsætter i en eller 
anden form for uendelighed, før man rigtig kan måle, hvor meget ens indflydelse er, når det 
kommer til stykket. I langt de fleste ting er der en enighed fordi det er jo småting vi har flyttet, 
men altså det ikke noget jeg går frygteligt meget op i. Det afgørende er at der er nogle ting der 
bliver skubbet i den rigtige retning og om vi har stor indflydelse på det eller ej det interesserer 
mig ikke så frygtelig meget.  
 
I 
Nej så det er vigtigt for jer at være med til og give stemme til den her 
organisation? 
 
Olsen   
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Så at sige at det er på rette spor ikke altså. Det er alligevel afgørende for vores 
støtte til fiskerireformen eller arbejde til fiskerireformen ikke bliver obligatorisk, 
at der skulle være omsættelige kvoter og det er der brugt meget energi på i den 
sammenhæng at tale for at sende papirer rundt og gjort hvad vi kunne i den der 
sammenhæng  og det er i det øjeblik at man opdager det er de andre stort set 
også enige i, så er vi jo nået en god del af det vi skulle uden at man kan sige at det 
er noget vi har gjort eller hvad ved jeg. Der udvider sig en eller form for 
konsensus i løbet af et helt år så begynder man ligesom at afdække de problemer 
der er forbundet med det og så opnår man en enighed. Så bliver der arbejdet på 
det.  
 
I  
Har i tidligere oplevet at I også har sendt nogle ting ud som der ikke er kommet 
en konsensus om men som man så lader ligge lidt i forhold til dem der kommer 
konsensus om?  
 
Olsen  
…Det har jeg ikke nogen erindring om.  
 
I 
Nej men det i sig selv er også jo et svar, helt sikkert. Nu vil jeg rykke videre til 
LDRAC som vi jo har snakket lidt om. Og ligesom jeg spurgte til SAR så, det er jo 
så lidt sværere med LDRAC, det er jeg jo godt klar over, men synes du så at der er 
nogle af jeres holdninger der bliver repræsenteret i LDRAC?  
 
Olsen  
I et vist omfang men det er de jo så at sige en rimelig overmagt, men det 
interessante i den sammenhæng er at der er et rimelig godt arbejde mellem de 
Ngo’er der sidder der og så at… Det betyder at når der er en fra en NGO der fremfører nogle 
synspunkter så er det i langt de fleste tilfælde clearet med de andre eller man har en klar 
forventning og formodning om at man støtter dem så derfor når en tager ordet så er det ofte 
udtryk for at her ytrer Ngo’erne sig. Så kan man sige, at der er det ikke altid at industrien er 
enige. 
 
I  
Nej, nu siger du lige overmagt før, hvad mener du? 
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Olsen  
Ja altså hvis det endelig kom til afstemning så har de to tredjedele eller mere end to tredjedele 
og vi har en tredjedel. 
 
I 
Altså industrien? 
 
Olsen  
Ja det må jeg give dig ret i. Det er dem der har ressourcerne ikke altså. Nu sidder der nogle af de 
store støtter, altså Verdensnaturfonden sidder der og altså de har folk ansatte som ikke laver 
andet end af beskæftige sig med de her ting og det gør at man har lidt større mulighed for at 
gennemføre eller få lavet nogle ordentlige analyser eller nogle ordentlige papirer på det så man 
kan sige at under alle omstændigheder er det svært at hamle op mod firmaer der omsætter for 
mange millioner det er.  
 
I  
Ja det kan jeg godt forstå. Nu altså vi ved at LDRAC’s arbejdsgrupper som sådan er bygget op 
omkring et princip om konsensus. Hvordan fungerer det synes du?  
 
Olsen  
Det fungerer godt. Man kan sige at fidusen ved raterne eller fidusen ved konsensus det er at 
industrien, ofte Ngo’erne har opdaget at hvis vi vil have indflydelse i råd vi giver til 
Kommissionen så forudsætter det at vi fremfører dem i enighed og hvis vi ikke er enige så 
skider Kommissionen på hvad der bliver sagt fra Randers… Så derfor selvom vi er i mindretal 
så vil industrien strække sig ret langt for at få os med på at lave en indstilling omkring nogle 
bestemte problemstillinger for det giver en forudsætning for at deres synspunkter også bliver 
hørt. 
 
I 
Ja så det vil sige, at I også strækker jer ret langt nogle gange? 
 
Olsen  
Ja altså det er klart at der bliver givet og taget i sådan nogle spil. Der er en vis og ofte 
grundlæggende konsensus selvom det ind imellem kan gå kvalme over hvor mange gange 
industrien siger sustainable og alt muligt andet ikke. Det har de lært de sidste 15 år, at det er en 
god idé at sige så er der ikke så mange der stiller spørgsmål så… De har rykket sig betragteligt i 
løbet af de sidste 15 år, således at de har også opdaget at forudsætningen for at deres firmaer om 
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25 år også kan fange tun ude i Stillehavet det er sgu at der bliver tænkt lidt over det. Så man kan 
sige at industrien så i årene har nærmet sig hinanden i kraft af virkelighedens sprog. 
 
I  
Altså nu nævnte du Kommissionen lige før fordi LDRAC er jo nedsat af Kommissionen på en 
eller anden måde. Hvordan synes du at Kommissionen benytter de her råd som I kommer med? 
 
Olsen 
Det er svært overhovedet at overskue hvad der egentlig kommer ud af RAC’ens rådgivning når 
det kommer til stykket. Det fungerer, det er lidt svært at forklare, men det foregår i en vis i en 
mere uformel karakter i en række af tilfældene. Nu er det ikke så meget mere råd til et par sider 
hvor man har skrevet et eller andet om ditten og datten men det er mere det at på vores møder, 
der dukker folkene fra Kommissionen op og fortæller om hvordan og hvorledes situationen er 
og de personlige kontakter der er ved de møder og de meningsudvekslinger der kommer mellem 
Kommissionens embedsmænd og så RAC’ens medlemmer det tror jeg har langt større 
betydning end de ting der bliver skrevet ned i den mere formelle rådgivning, også fordi at det er 
en helvedes langsommelig procedure med selve den måde man giver rådene på ik altså nu her, 
der var møde i oktober og nogle ting skulle ligesom afklares og så først det at i slutningen af 
november var de til møde i Madrid der kunne komiteen så endelig  beslutte hvad det er for et 
svar vi skal sende afsted til Kommissionen, så er der jo fandme gået et halvt år inden at der 
overhovedet kommer noget ud af det så de personlige kontakter der er blevet opbygget igennem 
de sidste to år som RAC’erne har eksisteret tror jeg er langt vigtigere end de her skriftlige sagn 
eller de her indstillinger. 
 
I 
Okay meget interessant. Så det vil sige, altså bare lige for at opsummere det så mener du 
faktisk, at mere end det handler om indflydelse sådan direkte til Kommissionen så handler det 
om den her tætte kontakt der er kommet op og stå?  
 
Olsen  
Ja fordi jeg tror at der er nogen som kommer og fortæller om hvordan og hvorledes for 
eksempel i forhandlinger om håndtering af både og hvordan ser det ud, der bliver så udviklet 
nogle synspunkter der og så mødes man igen når der er gået tre måneder og et halv år så den der 
udvikling hvor det ikke så meget er Ngo’erne, vi kan så sidde med lange ører og næse og så 
lytte på  fordi det er industrien der sidder, hvor de er ude i den der verden, men det er en lang 
række informationer om hvordan og hvorledes ser tingene ud ikke og det betyder at når der 
endelig skal træffes nogle beslutninger eller bliver truffet beslutninger i Kommissionen jamen 
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så er det på baggrund af, hvad de også har hørt af RAC’en, hvad RAC’ens medlemmer har 
meldt ud ik. Så det står ikke på et stykke papir og det er måske meget godt i nogle tilfælde at det 
ikke gør det. 
 
I  
Ja det kan jeg godt se logikken i. Jeg tænker, at hvis vi lige dykker ned i Levende Havs forhold 
til LDRAC igen, altså hvilke arbejdsgrupper sidder I i?  
 
Olsen  
Vi sidder i alle sammen.  
 
I 
I sidder i alle sammen. Er det så dig der sidder i alle sammen?  
 
Olsen  
Ja det er det, men det hænger jo sammen med, at møderne i de arbejdsgrupper de ligger 
samtidig, så det ville være tåbeligt ikke og være med i en af de grupper som ikke er så satans 
interessante, men altså møderne holdes på to dage og det vil sige at hvis man alligevel skal 
afsted så er der ingen grund til at vente på et møde finder sted om formiddagen når man så ikke 
har været i den gruppe for længst, så kan man lige så godt være med til de møder der. Der er en 
lang række af de der tværgående problemstillinger der, der sidder og bliver behandlet i alle de 
fem grupper når det kommer til stykket.  
 
I 
Ja kan du så fortælle hvilken en er det, der ikke er så interessant og hvilken en af det der er 
måske mest interessant? 
 
Olsen  
Nej det vil jeg ikke.  
 
I  
Det er i orden. Så tænkte jeg også på… altså når vi igen har snakket i forhold til SAR, hvor 
langt tid bruger du, nu siger du at de møder er todagesmøder fordi så tager du møderne i dem 
alle sammen. Altså hvor lang tid bruger du på LDRAC? 
 
Olsen  
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Det er sådan lidt mere koncentreret ik altså. Det er oftest to møder, to dages møder. Dvs. så er 
der en tid på fire dage der går med det plus forberedelse ik, så der kan nemt gå en uge med at 
have tid til sådanne møder. Så er der så til gengæld måske kun de der fire ik, altså der er også 
kommet nogle workshops og alt muligt andet der, men det kan jo lynhurtigt gå på overstadie så 
bliver det jo hurtigt en måneds arbejde på den eller den anden led.     
 
I 
Så det er alligevel en god del af din tid du bruger på det?  
 
Olsen  
Ja. 
 
I 
Jamen lad os gå videre til Concord. Igen så vil jeg jo stille spørgsmålet om du synes at jeres 
holdninger bliver repræsenteret i Concord? 
 
Olsen  
Det ved jeg ikke ret meget om for det er ikke meget, jeg har kun været med til nogle enkelte 
møder det sgu ikke meget jeg har haft kontakt med Concord. Det er Knud der har den.  
 
I  
Og han sidder stadig med den kontakt eller er det dig der også har overtaget den? 
 
Olsen  
Nej nej jeg har ikke en skid med Concord at gøre. 
 
I 
Okay nå men så kan jeg jo slette et par af mine spørgsmål, det kan jeg godt se så, men… nu skal 
jeg lige se her. Ved du hvor meget tid Knud bruger på Concord?  
 
Olsen  
Ikke ret meget. Det har han simpelthen ikke tid til.  
 
I 
Okay så du ved faktisk ikke, hvordan I benytter Concord?  
 
Olsen  
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Det har været sådan nogle konkrete tilfælde, hvor der har skulle være noget hjælp til nogle 
ansøgninger af den ene eller den anden karakter så har vi benyttet os af det tilbud med at få 
hjælp til at sammenligne nogle af de ansøgninger igennem, det ved jeg men altså mere konkret 
ved jeg sgu ikke om det, altså. Og der har været, vi var til et møde i forbindelse med 
Kommissionen på 2015 mål og jeg synes at det var rimelig selvoptaget fra start. Fra mit 
synspunkt synes jeg ikke det var interessant at bruge tid til. Der var for meget snak og for lidt 
handling. 
 
I 
Ja okay. Altså når jeg nu tænker på Levende Hav sådan som jeg har forstået det, så indgår 
udvikling jo i jeres arbejde, men er måske ikke jeres hovedfokus. Er det rigtigt forstået? 
 
Olsen  
Det er ikke rigtigt. Vi har hele tiden haft et udviklingsprojekt i den tredje verden som en del af 
foreningens formål og arbejdsopgave. Det startede helt, ja faktisk før foreningen blev dannet.  
 
I 
Ja så udviklingsfokusset har altid været med?  
 
Olsen  
Ja. 
 
I 
Fordi mit næste spørgsmål var måske lidt mere kritisk om i igennem med jeres samarbejde med 
Concord kan komme til at lægge stemme til forslag som måske ligger uden for jeres område?  
 
Olsen  
Det ved jeg sgu ikke. Det har jeg ikke nogen idé om altså… sagt at den smule jeg har snuset til 
det arbejde, hvor Concord var involveret i de har 2015 mål osv., der har jeg oplevet alle 
forbindelser og hvad det går op i ikke. Det blev lidt for meget dyrkelse af ens egen forestilling 
om at man kan nå frygtelig meget ved at snakke.  
 
I  
Ja og for lidt handling.  
 
Olsen  
Ja hvis jeg skal sige det hårdt og brutalt så er der alt for mange ord og for lidt handling. 
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I  
Ja, okay, det er i hvert fald også en holdning til det, det er fint. Så vil jeg, nu nævnte du det jo 
faktisk selv i forhold til den informelle kontakt som man får, du sagde det i forhold til LDRAC 
at det gav jer noget informel kontakt i forhold til Kommissionen. Er der nogen anden slags 
informel kontakt du har til EU på nogen måde? 
 
Olsen  
Ej det vil jeg sgu ikke påstå. Det vil jeg ikke.  
 
I 
Men du synes du får det når du sidder i LDRAC ved at få de informationer som 
Kommissionen…? 
 
Olsen 
Ja altså den er rimelig åbenmundet i de der sammenhænge. Der er ikke sådan en 
eller anden form for låg på i forhold til hvad der bliver talt om og indimellem så bliver der… 
 
Technical problems. 
 
I 
Så er vi der igen. Ja så vil jeg rykke lidt videre til EU, og der har jeg sådan nogle lidt 
overordnede spørgsmål. Hvi du, at hvis I sidder i Danmark og føler at der er noget der er 
forkert, for eksempel omkring de her kvoter, synes du så at det er muligt for jer på en eller 
anden måde selv at starte et forslag til EU på en eller anden måde? Er det muligt for jer at sidde 
med en interesse og så komme op med den?  
 
Olsen  
Ikke til EU, det kan vi sgu ikke uden de organisationer. Altså det er håbløst, det forudsætter du 
har det kontaktnet der skal til i Brussels altså. Det at vi skulle gøre os forestillinger om, at et 
eller andet i den der sammenhæng det er… Vi har prøvet det og det lykkedes også i et vist 
omfang.  
 
I 
I hvilken forbindelse har i forsøgt det?  
 
Olsen  
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Vi har lavet, det var nu ikke Levende Hav sådan direkte for vi har mulighed for at få noget 
finansieret via direkte fra Bruxelles, vi er ikke de mest populære i Fiskeri- og 
Fødevareministeriet skal jeg hilse og sige i forskellige sammenhænge her og der var nogle ting 
som vi gerne, omkring økologi og økologisk fiskeri og forskellige andre ting, som vi i 
slutningen af halvfemserne har prøvet, hvor vi ikke i realiteten kunne få finansieret nogle af de 
projektet vi havde. Der fik vi finansieret direkte fra Brussels i stedet for. Det er derfor, det kan 
lade sig gøre, men det er en enorm arbejdskraft.  
 
I  
Ja okay, så det gør i slet ikke mere? Nu går i kun igennem jeres netværk? 
 
Olsen  
Ja 
 
I 
Godt. Sådan lidt overordnet synes du så også at EU åbner op for adgang til NGO’er som jer?  
 
Olsen  
Det har ikke noget med EU og gøre, men det har noget at gøre med at… I og med EU eksisterer 
så er der per automatik, så bliver der jo rum for og nødvendighed for at skabe nogle 
organisationer som arbejder med og det er jo derfor, det er ikke EU’s skyld, men altså… EU 
avler den slags organisationer som er forudsætningen for at få indflydelse.  
 
I 
Ja så man er nødt til selv at skabe nogle netværk der kan nå op til dem mener du?  
 
Olsen  
Det er det fordi EU trods alt er sådan en man skal arbejde med, så medmindre du har et netværk 
der bygger på andet end din egen lille køkkenhave så får du ingen indflydelse. Og det var jo det 
behov for at skabe en europæisk form. Og det er der jo også blevet skabt i takt med at EU er 
blevet mere omfattende og større.  
 
I  
I den forbindelse, hvordan føler du så at den bureaukratiske del af det er? Altså kan man som en 
lille NGO, kan det også været et problem når man skal nå derop? Altså både viden og den 
demokratiske og bureaukratiske vej?  
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Olsen  
Nej … på sin vis EU er sgu mere åbent end det danske administrative system altså. Det er først 
for nylig, at det overhovedet er blevet muligt at følge med i, hvad der for eksempel sker på 
udvalgsmøderne i Folketinget. Det har du jo kunne klare i, jeg ved ikke hvor lang tid i EU. Og 
altså det der åbenhed er da absolut mindst lige så stort som … og på den måde er det ikke svært 
at komme til og det at få adgang til de nødvendige papirer og informationer, det synes jeg i og 
for sig ikke er… og på den måde er EU ikke en  mastodont. Deres embedsværket omkring det, 
det er sgu mindre end det danske embedsværk og selvom det er en organisation der dækker 500 
millioner mennesker  
 
I  
Hvordan mener du så at det er sværere at nå op til EU når det ikke er de bureaukratiske 
processer?  
 
Olsen  
Det er jo fordi at det ligger i Bruxelles. Altså jeg mener, det foregår her hjemmefra ik, og det 
foregår på et fremmedsprog og der er nogle spilleregler man skal kende og altså hele det 
organisatoriske omkring hvad det er for nogle måder man forhandler på, altså sådan noget som 
den der fiskerireform der nu har været forhandlet i jeg ved kraftedermame ikke hvor mange år, 
altså først bliver der lavet et nyt råd, så blev der lavet en brandbog, og så blev det forhandlet 
med Kommissionen og Parlamentet og så blev det forhandlet i Parlamentet i jeg ved ikke… 
Derefter så blev det vedtaget i Parlamentet og så skulle Kommissionen være med og så, inden 
man får set sig om så er der ufattelig meget, mange instanser der er involveret i det her og det er 
et kompliceret spil, alle de instanser der kommer oven i hinanden og de regler der er. Det er det 
der gør det vanskeligt. I forbindelse med aftalen omkring den europæiske fragt til fremmede 
fiskerier, der var 2400 ændringsforslag. Det er sådan nogle ting som gør, at man lige pludselig 
taber vejret, hvis man virkelig vil kunne skelne mellem snegl og kanin. Hvad for noget er bare 
flueknepperi og hvad for noget er noget der betyder noget? Det er ikke fordi systemet som 
sådan er kompliceret, det er fordi det er stort, og det er langt væk hjemmefra.  
 
I 
Altså når du så siger, at det kun er dig der sidder for Levende Hav på den her Europæiske 
kontakt, synes du så at I får noget ud af de her ressourcer I lægger?  
 
Olsen  
Det kan jo diskuteres. Det at jeg kan bringe noget information hjem om, hvad er det for noget 
der foregår og hvad for nogle ting er på vej til at ske, hvad kan vi tage højde for og hvilken rolle 
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spiller vi i forhold til Danmark og så videre ik. Det ville jo forudsætte, hvis man virkelig skulle 
udnytte det,  så ville det jo forudsætte at vi var en større organisation og det er vi ikke.  
 
I 
Nej. Når I så sidder med en interesse i Danmark heller har et sted hvor I synes noget skal 
ændres, overvejer I så, hvilket netværk i forsøger at gå til eller forsøger I at presse i alle netværk 
på lige præcis den her ting? 
 
Olsen  
Jeg ved ikke hvad du mener med det fordi, hvis der er et eller andet man gerne vil have 
gennemført så laver man  jo en analyse af hvad det er for nogle muligheder man har for at 
påvirke. Nogle gange så behøver man slet ikke at tænke i netværk, så skal man bare nå frem til 
offentligheden. 
 
I  
Den danske eller den europæiske?  
 
Olsen  
Det er sgu ligegyldigt. Det er ikke nødvendigvis et netværk er jo ikke sådan en guddommelig 
skabelse der løser mange problemer. Mange af de ting der løses i netværkene har jo før kunne 
lade sig gøre at få indflydelse på alene i kraft af,  at man kan argumentere og få offentlig 
opmærksomhed omkring. Det er sgu ikke nødvendigvis (mumbling) et netværk er ikke noget 
løsen, det er ikke et (mumbling). 
 
I 
Nej okay. Ved du hvad Erik, jeg tror faktisk vi er igennem alle vores kritiske indlæg.  
 
Olsen 
Ja ja men det var da så lidt.  
 
I  
Jamen det var så dejligt at få det her interview her. Det hjælper os rigtig meget. Det er alt, hvad 
vi har at sige. Jeg tænker, at vi gerne vil sende vores opgave i printet form til dig. Den kommer 
nok over julen på et tidspunkt. Skal vi bare sende den til Levende Hav? 
 
Olsen  
Ja det er sgu lige meget.  
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APPENDIX 10 
 
Interview 
Laust Leth Gregersen  
Concord Denmark 
 
 
I   
… civilsamfund og EU, fordi det er så svært at … 
 
Gregersen  
Ja, det kan vi også godt lide at i tale sætte os selv som. 
 
I  
Det er meget godt. Så det er faktisk det vi undersøger. Hvad er deres muligheder egentligt. Er de 
gode nok til at være det her bindeled? Og er EU gode nok til at skabe rammerne for det.  
 
Gregersen  
Ja.  
 
I 
Det er derfor vi gerne vil snakke med så mange led i processen og der er I jo et af dem. Vi 
snakker også med en almindelig NGO og vi vil også rigtig gerne op og snakke med Concord 
Europe.  
 
Gregersen   
Ja. Fik I fat på SAR? Sendte jeg ikke Sarahs mail …?  
 
I   
Ja, vi har ringet lidt frem og tilbage med hende, men vi har ikke helt fået fat på hende endnu … 
 
Gregersen  
Nej, hun er travl dame. Men mon ikke i får …  
 
I   
Ja, vi prøver igen i dag og håber at vi kommer igennem … Jeg skal lige sige at grunden til at 
den står her er at vi optager interviewet, hvis det er i orden med dig? 
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Gregersen  
Ja, det må i meget gerne. Jeg siger ikke noget jeg ikke kan må fortælle … 
 
I   
Vi vil også gerne lige høre, hvor lang tid du har …  
 
Gregersen  
En times tid eller sådan noget …  
 
I   
En times tid? Det er jo fornemt. Virkelig fornemt. Det er mig der kommer til at styre interviewet 
… 
 
Gregersen   
Ja, det er fint. Et såkaldt semistruktureret interview …  
 
I 
Ja, lige præcist … Laura, hun er suppleant.  
 
I   
Har du nogen spørgsmål inden vi går i gang …  
 
Gregersen   
Nej, ikke rigtigt … Jeg synes  at det er en interessant teoretisk … Men den kan vi jo tage til 
sidst … Hvad det er … Der kunne jeg godt tænke mig at høre, hvad det var … Fra et mere 
akademisk perspektiv … Hvad er det for et demokratibegreb, der ligesom gør at det er mere 
demokratisk at man har en kæde, der hedder civilsamfund, hvad med det? Og NGO’er, hvad 
med det? Og op til EU, så bliver det mere demokratisk … Men det kan vi diskutere bagefter … 
Prøv at …  
 
I 
Ja. Men egentligt så vil jeg gerne bede dig om at fortælle lidt om Concord Danmark i første 
omgang …  
 
Gregersen  
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Ja, men Concord Danmark er et netværk … Et NGO netværk … Eller et udviklings NGO 
netværk … Som beskæftiger sig specifikt med EU politik. Det som er vores mandat og som står 
i vores vedtægter er at vores formål er at påvirke EU's politik til gavn for verdens fattigste og 
bæredygtig udvikling. Det er basically det, det handler om. Når vi hedder Concord Danmark er 
det fordi vi er en del af det her Concord Europe netværk, som i godt ved, ikke?  
 
I  
Ja  
 
Gregersen  
Og det er struktureret på den måde at man har dels national platforme ligesom os, men man har 
også internationale netværk. Man har ligesom to typer medlemmer. Hvis man tager 
medlemmernes medlemmer, altså platformenes og netværkenes er det over 1800 europæiske 
NGOer der er repræsenteret tilsammen. Men det er organiseret gennem de to typer 
medlemskaber og ideen er jo at det nationale platforms niveau … Svarer i virkeligheden til 
medlemsstatsniveauet … Det er i virkeligheden en spejling, sådan som jeg ser det, af EU’s 
struktur … Altså, hvis du vil kunne påvirke beslutningen af EU, så skal du både kunne påvirke 
medlemslandsniveauet og Bruxelles niveauet … Altså det er kommission og … Hvad hedder 
det … Parlament … og det er faktisk det der er genistregen ved Concord, vil jeg sige. Det er at 
det har en national platform. Det er langt fra altid det fungerer, men når det fungerer, så er det 
ekstremt stærkt at du kan sende den samme besked i hovedstaden og rundt omkring op til møder 
eller forhandlinger … Og det er noget man tit overser … Vil jeg sige, i Bruxellesboblen … Det 
er jo lidt en satelitcelle, ligesom du har Washington i USA, hvor meget små cirkler af 
mennesker er indenfor alle områder. Altså lobbyister og parlamentarikere og kommisionsfolk 
og sådan noget, som lynhurtigt får skabt en masse diskurser og tilgange til tingene som ikke 
nødvendigvis svarer til virkeligheden, og jeg tror tit man glemmer at det jo i virkeligheden i 
sidste instans er rådet der er den stærkeste institution, der bestemmer. Det er medlemslandene 
der sidder der og det er her stemmerne ligger, så derfor er det der medlemslandsniveau vigtigt 
… Altså jeg bliver tit stillet spørgsmålet; hvorfor sidder du så i Danmark, hvis du arbejder med 
EU? Der prøver jeg … Altså, de instruktioner der … Hvad hedder det … Tilgår og 
præsentationer eller ambassademøde bliver jo truffet i hovedstaderne … Det er jo herovre på 
Asiatiskplads de bestemmer hvad dansk holdning er til spørgsmål. Og det tror jeg vi glemmer 
nogen gange når vi … Men det kan vi også komme ind på med demokrati … Det består jo af 
nationale regeringer … Mellemstatsligt samarbejde … 
 
I  
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Ja … Ja, jeg ville egentligt også rigtig gerne spørge ind til nogle af de ting i skriver på jeres 
hjemmeside for helt at forstå hvad I mener. I skriver meget overordnet at I søger at skabe 
sammenhæng i EU's politikområder, og det vil jeg bare gerne høre hvad I mener med … 
 
Gregersen  
Der mener vi noget helt specifikt. Vi mener at EU er juridisk forpligtet på gennem 
Lissabontraktaten og … At tage hensyn til udviklingslandene i de politikker der påvirker dem 
… Og med sådan lidt mindre juridisk sprog, så vil du kalde det sammenhæng … Basically er 
det spørgsmålet om; er det rimeligt og giver det også mening ud fra et effektivitetssynspunkt. 
For eksempel … At give en masse bistand med den ene hånd og så have nogle internationale 
regnskabsreguleringer, der gør at … At det er muligt at flytte penge i skattely i udviklingslande, 
eller give landbrugsstøtte … Alle de her ting … Det er i vores optik mangel på sammenhæng … 
Men vi binder det op på noget meget specifikt når vi siger det. Det er klart at det kan man ikke 
… På en hjemmeside skal man kommunikere det så at folk i sammenhængen godt forstår det. 
Men det er en helt juridisk forankret dagsorden …  Som ligger i (mumbling) … 
 
I  
Ja, men hvordan kan I gøre det? Det er jo en stor … 
 
Gregersen   
Hvordan vi gør det? Det gør vi på mange måder … Men overordnet set gør vi det på to måder 
… Dels så arbejder vi, skal vi sige institutionelt, med det. Altså, vi har for eksempel været, 
mener jeg, helt afgørende for at det der står i den nye danske udviklingslov nu og at Danmark 
laver en handlingsplan … jeg håber, I kommer til seminariet den 14. november? Har I set det? 
 
I 
Nej det har vi ikke … 
 
Gregersen  
Det skal I gøre … 
 
I 
Seminar den 14. November … Det er skrevet ned … 
 
Gregersen  
Ja … Om eftermiddagen, der kommer … Fordi Danmark laver en handlingsplan for det her … 
Hvordan man skaber bedre sammenhæng … Og der kommer ministeren og der er paneldebat og 
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så skal I komme … Så det er jo også sådan noget … Det kan man sige at vi har skubbet på for i 
to – tre år. At der skal komme den handlingsplan. Så det er den ene side af det og når jeg siger 
handlingsplaner og der kommer også en rapport fra Kommissionen, så er det en hel dagsorden 
der er institutionel. Hvordan man indretter det og hvad skal europaudvalgets rolle være og hvad 
er relationen mellem de forskellige ministerier og sådan … Det er det institutionelle i det. Men 
så er der også nogle andre ting, som er … Vi bruger … Det kunne Sarah forklare om, hvis I får 
fat på hende … Hun har brugt to – tre år på at følge med i lov processer omkring sådan noget 
regnskabsregulering, som skatteområde … Så det vil sige, det er også at prøve at påvirke 
lovgivning og politiker på områder som vi mener har indflydelse. Det kalder vi tematisk. Så det 
er både at gå ind i konkrete processer … Jeg arbejder også meget med reformen af EU’s 
landbrugspolitik … Og så handler det om nogle institutioner, der ligesom kan sikre det … Og så 
helt konkret, laver vi en hulens masse rapporter og sådan …  
 
I   
Jeg tror at det er vigtigt for os at forstå hvor jeres medlemmer er i denne sammenhæng. Fordi 
når I så forsøger at påvirke EU gør I det så som selvstændig Concord organisation eller er I 
repræsentanter for jeres medlemmer i den sammenhæng? 
 
Gregersen  
Jamen vi repræsenterer nok vores medlemmer, ligesom når at Jeppe Kofoed siger et eller andet i 
medierne er han i en eller anden instans også repræsentativ for sine vælgere … I sidste instans 
så skulle vores medlemmer meget gerne være ansvarlige overfor deres medlemmer. Så hvis du 
er medlem af Mellemfolkeligt Samvirke, så er du indirekte også med til at bakke op omkring at 
de (mumbling) Concord og har formandskabet for det, men det er jo … Så er der jo sådan nogle 
helt formelle ting omkring at hvis vi for eksempel har alle mulige procedurer, hvis vi skal sende 
et brev til statsministeren så skal det godkendes på det og hvis vi bare sender det til 
udviklingsministeren, så er det anderledes … Vi kommunikerer via … Dels har vi nogle 
arbejdsgrupper og dels har vi nogle fora eller nogle maillister, hvor der ligesom er nogle 
godkendelsesprocedurer. Det vil du også finde i alle andre interesseorganisationer … Hvis det er 
Dansk Industri eller sådan noget … Så det vil jo sige at vi agerer på vegne af vores medlemmer. 
Det man så kan sige det er at EU er ret fjern og ret teknisk for mange, så derfor ville vi nok i 
højere grad end hvis du tænker dansk udviklingspolitik, repræsentere … Altså være 
repræsentanter for vores medlemmer på vores medlemmers vegne … Simpelthen fordi at det er 
svært at følge EU politikken …  
 
I 
Ja. Men går I så aktivt ind og bruger jeres medlemmer?  
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Gregersen   
Ja. For eksempel er der i morgen samråd i Folketingets skatteudvalg, hvor vores næstformand 
Lars Koch … Jeg ved ikke om der er nogen af jer der har set skattely-dokumentarerne …  
 
I 
Ja … 
 
Gregersen   
… Ja, Lars Koch fra IBIS … Han er vores næstformand og meget aktiv. Ham har vi arbejdet 
enormt meget sammen med … Så er det jo ham det har foretræde der, for eksempel … Eller 
hvis I kommer til … Hvad hedder det … Seminar, der er det vores næstformand der åbner … 
Det er jo sådan en kombination af det …  
 
I  
Okay … Så vil vi gerne høre lidt om jeres forhold til Concord Europe. Fordi det har vi også stor 
interesse i. Hvad er jeres relation til dem? Hvem kom ligesom først? 
 
Gregersen   
Ja. Det gjorde Concord Europe faktisk … Det er … Man var lige ved at nedlægge den danske 
… Der har været alle mulige … Noget med nogle platforme før i tiden, som også lidt går forud 
for min tid, men … Tidligere hed vi Den Danske EU NGO Platform, men den blev faktisk 
oprettet parallelt med Concord, der også var en forløber for Concord, som også brød sammen … 
Det er sådan noget langt historie … Man kan sige at vores eksistens er totalt knyttet til Concord 
…  
 
I 
Ja …  
 
Gregersen  
Vi bruger også rigtig meget af vores tid på at … Altså meget af min tid går på at … Jeg er jo for 
eksempel formand for den der sammenhængs arbejdsgruppe i Concord og alt det jeg arbejder 
med nu … Og det betyder at jeg bruger en masse tid på at koordinere det og være på Skype og 
være i Bruxelles til møder og det gør vi alle sammen. Mads han sidder lige nu og holder 
telefonkonference med nogen omkring noget med menneskerettighedsbaseret udvikling, som 
sidder alle mulige andre steder. Det vil sige at det at deltage i Concord Europe 
netværkssamarbejdet, det er tæt på at være, hvad jeg vil sige 50 procent af vores tid … ja … 
GS-B, ISG! ! ROSKILDE UNIVERSITY!
  FALL 2013 
! 200 
 
I   
Okay … Hvordan foregår samarbejdet? Nu er det, det der er vores spørgsmål … 
 
Gregersen  
Ja, men rigtig meget af det vil jo foregå ved … Som sagt er det organiseret i nogle 
arbejdsgrupper … Skal jeg prøve at vise jer et organigram … Det kan man så ikke få med der, 
men …  
 
I 
Meget gerne … 
 
Gregersen   
Det her må i øvrigt gerne få med … Der står nemlig også nogle ting om os … 
 
I   
Fedt …  
 
Gregersen   
Det er så medlemstjenesten … Jeg kan også godt give jer et organigram over os … Men det er 
det samme system, som du også vil genfinde de fleste andre steder. Men du har en bestyrelse, 
og så har du noget der hedder policy forum, der er jeg i øvrigt også medlem af styregruppen … 
Som ligesom udstikker de overordnede linjer  og mødes minimum to gange om året … Men 
ellers så har du der hvor det egentlige arbejde foregår. Det er en lang række forskellige … Nu 
har jeg bare taget nogle af dem, men jeg ved ikke hvor mange der er. Der er utrolig mange af 
dem. Men jeg tror at der er … Sidst jeg hørte om det var der tre eller firehundrede mennesker 
der deltager i de her grupper i forskellige … Som så beskæftiger sig med … Aidwatch, det 
handler om EU’s bistandsforpligtelse, nærmere human rights, ligestilling, fødevaresikkerhed. 
Altså alle mulige tematiske områder, hvor medlemsorganisationer går … Og nationale 
platforme såmænd også … Går sammen om at arbejde sammen om et eller andet tema og prøver 
at påvirke EU’s politik på området … Og det er det jeg mener med at rigtig meget af vores tid 
går med at deltage i det her og mødes fysisk og rapporter vi sender med … Det kan godt være at 
jeg ikke selv er der, men så er der nogen der skal mødes med de forskellige repræsentationer 
dernede eller have foretræde i Europaparlamentet eller et eller andet … Og der skal vi så 
koordinere budskaberne med dem og så videre … Og sikkert mødes med nogen fra 
udenrigsministeriet, og de siger et eller andet og så skriver vi tilbage til de andre i Danmarks 
hold … Så koordinations og strategiarbejde i de der grupper, ikke …  
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I 
Ja … Så det er sådan det overordnede tema der bliver lagt der eller en handlingsplan?  
 
Gregersen  
Ja, dem her har så individuelle handlingsplaner alle sammen … For at det ikke skal være løgn, 
så er man så også nu gået i gang med at have et system, sådan at der også skal være et 
prioriteringssystem for hele konføderationen … Så du ligesom siger at vi har fire ting, der er det 
overordnede og hvordan kan de forskellige arbejdsgrupper så få det ind …  
 
I   
Hvad står de grå … 
 
Gregersen   
Det er fordi den der policy … Den gruppe jeg sidder i, den har på mange måder links ud … Det 
jeg sagde med det tematiske, det der med det institutionelle … Så er der nogen der måske sidder 
og arbejder med EU’s naturressourcepolitik eller et eller andet. Det er så en undergruppe og der 
skal de så koordineres ind, så den ligger og svæver lidt … Men altså det er et spørgsmål om 
hvordan du går til arbejdet som arbejdsgruppe …  
 
I   
Men altså, når du siger at I agerer som national platform, så agerer I både som national platform 
på den måde at I holder øje med de danske politiker på området, men samtidig indgår I i et 
internationalt samarbejde, så I splitter op 50/50 og har begge dele? 
 
Gregersen   
Ja, og man kan simpelthen ikke arbejde med EU politik, hvis man ikke har begge de niveauer 
med … Jeg mener sådan set heller ikke at man kan arbejde med udviklingspolitik i sådan noget 
som verdenshavet i dag uden at have begge ting med … Altså det kunne også være en FN 
proces, hvor man også bliver nødt til at gøre begge dele. Du bliver nødt til at påvirke Danmark, 
men du bliver også nødt til at have et samarbejde, hvor du prøver at samarbejde med andre og i 
andre lande, der følger med i det samme … Man kan sige at EU er så meget et institutionaliseret 
samarbejde, hvor der er alle mulige møder, som alligevel kører, så der er ligesom en struktur at 
følge med i … Men det mener jeg er helt afgørende for alle. Det vil I også kunne se … Nu fik 
jeg sagt det der med platformen … Det er selv i andre type medlemmer af internationale 
netværk … Det vil I opdage, hvis i kigger på stort set alle de danske NGOer. Så er de jo med … 
Altså MS er jo ikke bare MS, de er også Actionaid International. Hvorfor er de det? Jamen, det 
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er fordi at de også har brug for at der er platforme og der er de fyrre lande. Det er ligesom 
multinationale selskaber, ikke … Men det er jo også klart når man arbejder på globale issues, så 
giver det mening at have de internationale links …  
 
I   
Nu har du egentligt svaret på hvilke fordele der er for Concord Danmark i at være medlem af 
Concord Europe … 
 
Gregersen   
Ja, altså vi eksisterer jo kun via Concord Europe … Så man kan sige at det ikke er sådan en 
fordele-ulempe ting. Man skal nok snarer sige at der er noget der hedder Concord Europe og det 
har man så fra danske NGOers side valgt at sige at det skal vi også være en del af fordi vi er en 
del af EU …  
 
I   
Ja, men føler I at I kan blive godt repræsenteret når der er så stor en overorganisation? 
 
Gregersen   
Ja, helt bestemt. Fordi vi er nemlig selv med til at sætte dagsordenerne … Men det er også en 
strategisk prioritering at … Det har vi i hvert fald været meget klare på herfra … At vi gerne vil 
investere energi i det internationale … Der kunne man måske nok godt finde nogle andre, der 
ville sige noget andet end mig … Jeg tror meget på det. Jeg synes at vi har været dygtige til det, 
men det har selvfølgelig også noget med at kunne spille de spil der skal til og sådan noget. Men 
for at give et eksempel, så dengang jeg arbejdede med EU's landbrugspolitik, der insisterede jeg 
meget på at vi rent strategisk skulle bruge rigtig meget krudt på at blive enige med de andre 
Concorder. Altså, hvor der også er nogle franske eller belgiske NGOer, som det kan være ser 
helt anderledes på landbrugsstøtten end vi gør her …  
 
I 
Ja …  
 
Gregersen   
Men på den anden side, så kan det også være pisse lige meget, fordi Danmark er totalt i 
undertal. Det er bare at sparke en åben dør ind at vi skal af med landbrugsstøtten … Du ville 
ikke rykke noget, hvis du formåede at tale med nogen af de andre og det er jo sådan … Så ligger 
der en prioritering i at bruge krudtet der …  
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I  
Ja … Vi kunne også rigtig godt tænke os at høre noget om, hvordan du ligesom opfatter 
NGOernes forhold til Concord Danmark. Altså hvilke fordele der egentligt er for en NGO ved 
at være medlem af et netværk, som Concord Danmark er … 
 
Gregersen  
Der er flere … Den første er selvfølgeligt, at jeg mener at hvis man har en organisation, der 
handler om at skabe bedre vilkår på verdensplan, så er det rimelig slapt ikke at forholde sig til 
EU. Sådan helt fundamentalt giver det ikke mening, så derfor skal man selvfølgeligt være med 
til at investere ressourcer i og bare at bakke det op … Men udover det, så er der også en masse 
egen interesserede fordele som handler om at man får informationer og netværk og en mulighed, 
altså en platform for … Altså, hvorfor er Lars Koch i skatteudvalget i dag? Det er fordi vi har 
opdaget at der er et samråd og så har vi så sendt det til ham og sagt at han skulle komme … Det 
er jo en meget kontant fordel han får ud af det … Hvorfor får Niels Brygger, vores formand, lov 
til at stå og trykke ministerens hånd om fjorten dage? Det gør han fordi vi har lavet en 
konference. Så der er nogle meget … Så ud over det er der en helt anden ting, som så ikke er det 
I skriver om, men danske NGOer får også ret mange penge fra EU systemet, og der holder vi 
kurser og kapacitetsopbygning og sådan noget … Og deltager også i nogle arbejdsgrupper 
omkring, hvad er det for nogle mekanismer man kan få penge igennem og sådan noget … Så det 
er jo også en stor del af det … Særligt hvis du er en lille NGO og det er virkelig svært med det 
der EU system, så kan du få noget … Altså nogle konsulenttimer, hvor du får sparing i det. Så 
det er helt klart også en motivation, men det er så mere pengene. Så der er ligesom de to ryk … 
Der er noget med penge og noget med noget retfærdighed …  
 
I   
Ja … Det er det vi så at I skrev på jeres hjemmeside. At I bruger meget tid på at 
kapacitetsopbygge jeres medlemmer, og det er så det du mener med at søge funding fra EU …?  
 
Gregersen   
Ja … Vi laver også en anden type kapacitetsopbygning … Det andet er bland andet den store 
workshop vi holdt i går for Aidsfondet og Læger Uden Grænser og sådan nogle omkring en FN 
proces og hvordan de kunne prøve at få nogle af deres mærkesager igennem der … Så vi laver 
også anden type kapacitetsopbygning … Kollektivrådgivning og …  
 
I   
Ja … Stiller I nogen krav til NGOerne for at kunne være medlemmer og forblive medlemmer … 
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Gregersen   
Man skal betale sit kontingent og så skal man have … Kriteriet er at man skal have udvikling 
som et kerneområde i det man laver. Det vil sige at Amnesty International, for eksempel, de er 
medlem … Og det vil vi rigtig gerne have, men de er jo ikke den traditionelle … De er jo ikke 
ligesom Folkekirkens Nødhjælp, de ligner ikke hinanden på den måde, men de arbejder begge 
med menneskerettigheder og de arbejder med udviklingslande … Også danske 
handicaporganisationer er med, som jo har en rimelig stor udviklingsafdeling, men det er 
organisationen som sådan er jo ikke en udviklingsorganisation … Så nej, det er rimelig løst, 
men man skal ligesom … Jeg kan ikke huske at vi har afvist nogen, som ville være medlem, 
men … Jeg oplever at det giver rimelig meget sig selv … Det er udviklings NGOer og det har 
folk også selv lidt en selvopfattelse af hvad det vil sige … 
 
I   
Ja, men det er også mere om de skal bidrage med noget, om de skal …  
 
Gregersen   
Nå, om de skal lægge en … Nej, det skal de ikke … The more you give, the more you get … 
Jeg tror helt klart at dem der … Jeg har begge ting. Det er både en hel legitim grund at være 
med bare fordi man siger at det er vigtigt at det her netværk eksisterer. Sådan har jeg det også 
selv. Personlig motivation for at støtte en masse udviklingsorganisationer, med nogle penge. Det 
er jo ikke fordi jeg så møder op til deres generalforsamlinger og er helt vildt med. Der mener jeg 
bare at WWF’s eksistens er vigtig. Jeg mener at det er vigtigt at de kan fremvise at de 
repræsenterer nogle mennesker, så derfor støtter jeg dem, men jeg læser ikke engang deres 
nyhedsbrev. Jeg stoler på dem. Det er fint for mig at man har den motivation. Så har du så også 
nogle andre som helt klart spiller enormt strategisk omkring … Altså vi er jo også et politisk 
netværk. Vi er også en politisk organisation. Der findes også en masse politiske dynamikker 
internt i os … Der er nogle medlemmer der har interesse i at vi beskæftiger os med nogle ting 
frem for andre og det er der nogen der ligger en masse krudt i. Prøver at trække os i en retning. 
Og det er helt fair. Så du kan finde flere ting på det spektre, så at sige …  
 
I   
Vi har jo kontakt til en organisation, der hedder Levende Hav … 
 
Gregersen  
Ja, ja det har I sagt …  
 
I   
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Og de er jo egentligt meget anderledes end en egentlig udviklingsorganisation normalt er … Så 
er det nogen af dem, der trækker i en interesse eller …? 
 
Gregersen  
Nej. Altså sådan som jeg oplever Levende Hav, så er de med fordi de godt kunne tænke sig at få 
nogle nye EU midler og så tror jeg i øvrigt også at de mener at  … At det er vigtigt at følge med 
i EU's politiker. Men det er klart at de jo ikke har samme ressourcer overhovedet som de der 
store, der har fire man ansat til bare at arbejde med politik, som de kan sende til alle mulige 
arbejdsgrupper. Det an de jo ikke i Levende Hav. De ligger på Mols og er frivilligt drevne, ikke. 
Så det er jo en stor udfordring og der er heller ingen tvivl om at der er stor forskel på det man 
kan få ud af at være medlem af os som stor og lille. Det gælder på alle områder. Det er det 
samme også hvis du snakker om DANIDA. Der er helt klart en stor diversitet i det danske NGO 
miljø.  
 
I 
Så ligesom når du siger at I som Concord Danmark sidder og så egentligt slås lidt med nogen 
andre om de ressourcer der findes … Og Concord Europe … Og trække i nogle forskellige 
retninger … Nu nævnte du Belgien og Frankrig, i hvert fald … Er det så også sådan i Danmark, 
synes du? At de organisationer som I sidder med, sidder og hiver lidt i nogle forskellige 
retninger nogen af dem, nogen gange? 
 
Gregersen    
Jamen det kan de sagtens, men det er jo ret banalt. Altså, jeg kan stille mit ur efter, hvis jeg går 
… Nu har jeg været i miljøet i lang tid … Jeg ved godt hvad de mener. Jeg ved godt at IBIS 
gerne vil have uddannelse og Folkekirkens Nødhjælp gerne vil have fødevaresikkerhed og Røde 
Kors gerne vil have skrøbelige stater og sådan noget … Der er ikke noget odiøst i det for mig … 
Så det er også klart at de har forskellige prioriteter for hvad de gerne vil have at vi skal 
beskæftige os med. Så det er egentligt ikke sådan noget … Det er jo åbenlyst og det helt fint. 
Det kan jeg ikke … Det ser jeg ikke noget problem i … Og det er fuldstændig det samme med 
Concord Europe. Det er en kæmpe organisation og ja, der er forskellige interesser … Italienere 
og danskere har heller ikke samme holdning til abort, altså … Fair nok, det er bare politik … 
Det er der ikke noget odiøst i … Men ja, det kan du sagtens mærke og du kan også sagtens 
mærke om der er forskellige organisationskulturer i forhold til … Altså, der hvor der er meget 
mere man kan snakke om spændinger, det er hvem får så lov til at tale der, eller må jeg være … 
Det er også en ting vi har, hvor profileret Concord må være. Vi må ikke være kendt i medierne. 
Vi vil ikke se os i .... Det var vi på et tidspunkt, men det er vi ligesom gået væk fra … Vi skal 
ikke profileres offentligt. Det er vores medlemmer der har brug for synlighed der. Det er mere 
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på den måde. Det er ikke så meget at det tematiske … Det er sådan en ongoing issue for os og 
Concord Europe. Altså, hvor meget plads bliver netværket, organisationen i sig selv, der på en 
eller anden måde nærmest kan blive en konkurrent til nogle af de andre eller er vi der for at 
fremstille medlemmerne. Det er klart det sidste vi gerne vil have. Det er jo i praksis sindssygt 
vigtigt … Og kommer også meget an på hvem du spørger … På nogle områder, hvor nogen har 
en interesse i at blive profileret er der nogle der bliver sure og andre der er ligeglade. Men altså 
… Igen det er nogle rimelig banale dynamikker, men de er der jo hele tiden …  
 
I 
Ja … Men det er også det … Hvordan prioriterer I hvilke medlemmer der skal støttes? Er det 
noget de … Sådan selv skal gå ind og … 
 
Gregersen   
Jamen, vi støtter ikke nogen medlemmer …  
 
I 
… Kapacitetsopbygger, eller … 
 
Gregersen   
Det må jeg … Det vil sige at vi har sådan en meget sindrigt synes jeg selv, system for hvordan 
vi vedtager vores arbejdsplan og hvordan vi prioriterer det, som man godt kan gå ind i, men … 
Det der med hvem der lige skal tale hvor og hvornår, det vil jeg sige handler rigtig meget om 
hvem der har forstand på det. Du sender ikke en i samråd i skatteudvalget, der ikke ved nok om 
hvidvaskningsdirektivet … Altså det giver rimelig meget sig selv … I andre tilfælde er det også 
noget med at dele sol og vind lige … Og så er der helt sikkert noget med når man sidder med et 
sekretariatssynspunkt. Altså hvem har lagt noget energi i det her. Hvem har ligesom redet … 
Det er jo klart at hvis du har en arbejdsgruppe på ti  mennesker og der er to, der bliver ved med 
at skrive alle papirerne, så er det måske også dem, der kommer til at tale på konferencer. Og 
dem der møder op, det er fint nok … Der synes jeg også at mange af de ting ved man godt … 
Det kender I sikkert også selv fra en gruppedynamik eller et eller andet .. Langt hen af vejen 
giver det sig selv, men selvfølgeligt vil der være konflikter i det også …  
 
I   
Ja … Så det er mere flydende end det egentligt er …  
 
Gregersen   
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Ja, det er rimelig flydende … Men altså det er jo noget der opstår hele tiden. Du skal også tænke 
på at alle  danske NGoer også får penge fra den samme kasse, så de kan da også godt komme op 
at skændes nogen gange, hvis de sender en ansøgning om det samme, eller være lidt i 
konkurrence med … Det kan de også godt …  
 
I   
Ja. I siger også at I taler de danske NGOers sag. Og det vil vi egentligt gerne gå lidt ind i. Er det 
så … Går I ind og taler de individuelle NGOers sag, eller er det en generel sag, som Concord 
Europe står for …  
 
Gregersen   
Jamen Concord Europe står for rigtig mange ting på en gang , men det er … Så jeg tror ikke 
man kan sige om det er enten individuelt eller kollektivt. Det tror jeg ikke … Jeg vil også sige at 
Concord Europe siger også nogen gange nogle ting, som jeg ikke bruger særlig meget krudt på 
at fremme i Danmark, men så tænker jeg at det er fint nok at det bliver i Bruxelles og omvendt 
… Det tror jeg også at hvis du spurgte en embedsmand fra den danske regering, hvad de siger 
inde på korridoren inde til EU topmøder og hvad de sige når Ulla Terkelsen er igennem, så er 
det måske ikke fuldstændigt overensstemmende. Selvfølgeligt skal der være en anden 
forbindelse …  
 
I   
Ja. Så hvad mener i helt præcist når I siger at I taler danske NGOers sag?  
 
Gregersen   
Jamen, det vi mener er at vi er et netværk der repræsenterer dem, og vi har en arbejdsplan, som 
vedtages af en generalforsamling og vi fremmer de målsætninger der står i den på bedst mulig 
vis. Og så afrapporterer vi i øvrigt på om vi når … Så på den måde er det totalt gennemsigtigt 
synes jeg … Men det er bare ikke det samme som at de målsætninger har været lige så meget 
udarbejdet af Levende Hav som de har Mellemfolkeligt Samvirke … Men det er også naturligt 
fordi der er det ulige styrke forhold .. Der tror jeg at vi, som sekretariat har en rolle i at 
modbalancerer en gang imellem. For der er helt klart nogen der har massere af ressourcer til at 
fortælle os hvad de synes vi skal lave og så er der nogen der har sværere ved det … Så det er jo 
sådan en skævvridning, som altid vil være der …  
 
I   
Ja, okay … Men hvis vi så tager udgangspunkt i det du sagde med Levende Hav og de for 
eksempel har en sag som de kommer til jer med … I har jo for eksempel arbejdet med ETREA 
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… Hvordan sikrer I så at deres interesse bliver sikret i forløbet, for eksempel op til Concord 
Europe, hvis den skal den vej …? 
 
Gregersen  
Ja. Nu har den her case ikke lige, tror jeg, været inde over Concord Europe, andet end at vi har 
spurgt nogen til råds … Jeg tror i grunden at den der ETREA case … Casen er jo en mellem 
Levende Hav og en EU delegation, i den situation. Der kan vi jo bare gøre det at vi kan prøve at 
hjælpe dem og vi kan prøve at spørge dem i … Igen men det … Det er der hvor jeg igen siger at 
en del af værdien ved at være en del af os er at have det netværk så vi kan ringe til en eller 
anden person og sige; du har nok været i en lignende situation i Bruxelles, og så få noget viden 
om hvordan det der delegationssystem fungerer … Men jeg er ikke sikker på at det er 
repræsentativitetsforhold i Concord … Jeg kan ikke lige se hvad man skulle løfte ind fra den 
case ind i Concord Europe samarbejdet … Det man kan sige er at der helt klart er nogle 
forskellige interesser i forhold til, hvis du er en lille organisation … Nu bliver det ret teknisk … 
Hvis du for eksempel er Levende Hav og har et lille budget og ikke har det der hedder en 
rammebygning … Ved du hvad det er?  
 
I 
Nej …  
 
Gregersen   
Okay, det er … En rammebygning, det er at alle det store … Nu er der blevet atten af dem i 
Danmark … De får et fast beløb fra regeringen, som de kan bruge og som de så kan forvalte lidt 
mere frit. Hvor at mindre organisationer, de er typisk projektfinansierede. Det vil sige at de har 
et eller andet a la tre år og så skal de gøre det og det … Hvis du er en rammeorganisation, så når 
du skal søge EU midler, så kan du bruge … Bare bruge dine rammemidler til … Der er sådan en 
egenfinansiering … Du skal lægge ti eller femogtyve procent af pengene selv … Og det giver 
da en kolossal fleksibilitets forskel i forhold til for eksempel Levende Hav, som skal ud og søge 
dem … Og skal søge dem hos noget der hedder CISU  … Nu bliver det ekstrem teknisk … Det 
jeg bare prøver at sige, det er at der er nogle fundamentale forskelle for forudsætningerne for at 
søge EU midler for små og store her i Danmark … Og der handler det jo så om for os, som 
netværk at finde fælles fodslag … Du har også nogle som ekstremt interesserede i at de bare 
skal boostes endnu mere, som Red Barnet, som faktisk får flere penge fra EU end de får fra 
DANIDA. Så der er alligevel … Når man er 45 organisationer, så handler det om at prøve at 
finde nogle fælles fodslag og i de fleste situationer, må jeg sige at vi kan finde nogle win-win 
situations, hvor det man ligesom får bedt om handler om det hele …  
 
GS-B, ISG! ! ROSKILDE UNIVERSITY!
  FALL 2013 
! 209 
I 
Ja …  
 
Gregersen  
Eller kan gavne …  
 
I   
Vi kunne også godt tænke os at høre lidt om hvordan EU ligesom åbner op for et samarbejde …  
 
Gregersen   
Med os ..? 
 
I   
Ja og med NGOerne generelt …  
 
Gregersen  
EU er langt hen af vejen mere åben end folk siger overfor NGOer, men der er helt klart også 
nogle administrative … Eller kulturelle forskelle og administrationen … Vi lavede en rapport på 
et tidspunkt om nogle delegationer, hvor de blev sindssygt sure. Den måde de svarede på, den 
måde de reagerede på ville have været totalt utænkeligt i en dansk kontekst … Men der tror jeg 
meget der er nogle koder, som er helt anderledes. Vi har en meget uformel omgangstone og 
meget tillidsfuldt forhold til embedsfolk her i Danmark … Som du ikke kan overføre til EU's 
organisationer, som også ville være helt anderledes hvis du taler med en franskmand … I 
forhold til hvilken adgang de har. Det kan vi jo mærke. Det ved vi også, når folk … De siger at 
de kommer her til Danmark og mødes med embedsfolk, så kan de ikke forstå, hvorfor man bare 
kan gå ind af embedsmændenes dør og udenrigsministeren står og ryger en smøg udenfor 
ministeriet og sådan noget … Sådan er EU systemet ikke … Det er lukket på en anden måde, 
men jeg synes helt klart at der er en åbenhed fra systemer og man har en meget systematisk 
dialog med Concord …  
 
I   
Har man taget nogle specifikke initiativer for at åbne op …? 
 
Gregersen   
Ja, der er skabt noget der hedder EC Policy Forum for Development, som udløber af noget 
andet, der hedder (mumbling) … Ja det er det, jeg har nævnt tidligere … Pointen er at man har 
skabt et dialogforum for civilsamfundet, som er en nyskabelse på EU niveau … Man kan sige, 
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hvis du spørger Concord Europe så refererer de altid til vores danske udviklingskommissær, 
som sagde at NGOer ikke har nogen politisk legitimitet, som sådan … Han sagde altså, at hvis 
du … Det sagde han også til sine embedsfolk; hvis du vil få dig en holdning så må du få dig en 
valgkreds … Du må vælge. Der er ikke noget odiøst i at være en (mumbling) … Du må gerne 
lave noget, du må gerne have en forening og du må gerne hjælpe nogle folk, men du har ikke en 
politisk legitim stemme bare fordi du er en NGO …Hvor kommer det fra? Vi lever i et 
repræsentativt demokrati. Hvis du vil noget så henvend dig til de folkevalgte … Det er valgt ind 
i Folketinget … Du har ikke nogen og den kærte han benhårdt mod NGOerne nede i Bruxelles 
også … Og det kunne de jo … Og vi har også ganske høje tanker om os selv i NGOerne, så det 
passede ikke lige på deres … Og der ser de ligesom ham, som det der, hvor han bare var 
fuldstændig; I har ikke nogen. I kan få nogle penge hvis i kan levere nogle ydelser til nogle 
prioriteter vi sætter … men det er ligesom også jeres rolle her … Til nu, en bevægelse hvor man 
har det der policyforum for eksempel. Man har også en civilsamfundsmeddelelse, hvor man 
ligesom siger at det at have et levende civilsamfund, det er et mål i sig selv. Det er også en 
meget dansk måde at tænke på …  
 
I   
Men når de siger civilsamfund mener de så NGOerne  og netværk som sådan eller … Det ved 
jeg ikke … Enkeltpersoner …? 
 
Gregersen   
De mener nok begge dele … men ud fra en eller anden tankegang om at, hvad skal man sige, 
folkelig forankring ligger jo i at … Som jeg også selv sagde, at folk støtter NGOerne … Jeg tror 
ikke at, hvis du kom ind fra gaden og skulle deltage i EC policy forum, der står fire powerpoint 
talere, budgetstøtte, programmering et eller andet sted, så ville du ikke … Det giver slet ikke 
nogen mening … Der er den der repræsentativitetstankegang … Npr det er sagt så tror jeg ikke 
at vi er super … Altså vi er glade for initiativet, men selve formatet for det er meget tungt 
stadigvæk … EU er bureaukratisk. Du kan ikke læse nogen … Hvad hedder det … Reviews af 
EU's bistandsområder og jeg er sikker på at det gælder andre steder også … Det er et meget 
tungt og bureaukratisk system. Det er det …  
 
I  
Men hvilket organ i EU kan man sige er nemmest at opnå adgang til? 
 
Gregersen   
Det kan jeg ikke svare på, fordi jeg har ikke … Altså, hvad tænker du på? Organ, tænker du 
parlament, kommission …? 
GS-B, ISG! ! ROSKILDE UNIVERSITY!
  FALL 2013 
! 211 
 
I   
Ja, præcist …  
 
Gregersen   
Jeg tror det kommer an på hvad det er, men jeg vil sige at parlamentet er … Hvis du har en god 
sag og du kan dine ting så er det ret imponerende, hvad du kan nå til i Europaparlamentet … Og 
jeg er faktisk også tæt på at sige at det er mere tilgængeligt en det danske folketing, fordi at 
partier i Danmark også er meget tæt bundet op på nogle bestemte … Altså, fagbevægelsen er 
meget tæt på Socialdemokraterne og SF har meget en hovedbestyrelse der … Der er mere tætte 
relationer, hvor at i Europaparlamentet, der er det mere under radaren. Der kan godt sidde nogle 
i et eller andet i et økonomiudvalg uden at de har en … Altså, det er ikke så top styret … så det 
gør også at der kommer et friere spillerum. Og det vil du også se tit ikke … Prøv at tage skatten 
på finansielle transaktioner, der mener Socialdemokraterne to forskellige ting … En ting er for 
eksempel Europaparlamentet og noget andet er dem, der er i regering herhjemme med Radikale 
Venstre. Det betyder … Så på den måde er parlamentet tilgængelig og jeg vil også mene at … 
Det er en af de nyskabelser, der var med Lissabontraktaten, at parlamentet har fået 
lovgivningskompetencer på en masse nye områder. Det vil jeg klart mene gør livet ekstremt 
meget lettere for sådan nogle, som os i forhold til at komme ind …  
 
I   
Ja. Hvad så med kommissionen for eksempel? Er det … hvad vil det kræve for at få adgang til 
kommissionen?  
 
Gregersen  
Jamen, jeg synes at vi har rimelig god adgang. Især gennem Concord Europe til ikke 
kommissionen som sådan, men til den del af kommissionen, der beskæftiger sig med udvikling 
… Helt klart … Vi har også med fra Udenrigstjenesten … Vi har ham der styrer deres 
udviklingschef, som kommer på policy formøder. Ham har vi en løbende dialog med … Han har 
også morgenmadsmøder og sådan noget med folk fra vores sekretariat … Så på den måde er der 
helt klart en fordel …  
 
I   
Så hvis man er en etableret organisation indenfor et felt, så er det nemt at opnå adgang til det 
felt i kommissionen? 
 
Gregersen  
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Ja, det vil jeg mene … Men altså igen, det er jo klart at du ikke bare kan skrive til en eller anden 
i udenrigsministeriet og sige at … Hej det er dig der sidder med Syrien. Jeg hedder Jørgen og 
jeg har lige denne her holdning. Skal vi mødes … De vil jo altid sige; okay, men har du et 
legitimt mandat eller præsenterer du nogen, der gør at vi skal bruge tid på dig. Altså, har du en 
eller anden rolle … Og det er jo ikke fordi de er onde mennesker. Det er fordi at hvis du havde 
et andet system … Der er en repræsentativitet i det her, som er …  
 
I   
Men hvad så med … Du snakker om sammenhængskraften … Hvad nu, hvis for eksempel at 
landbrugsdelen fik skrevet en del i kommissionen … De går ind og får lavet nogle initiativer I 
kan se er skadende for jeres område … Udviklingsområdet … Vil I så kunne gå ind …? 
 
Gregersen   
Ja, der har også været i nogle interessante paneldebatter med nogle fra kommissionen … Men 
de er nok ikke så lydhøre som dem på udviklingsområdet … Men det vil du også opleve 
herhjemme. Det er et hierarki. Det kender I også fra international politik. High-politics og low-
politics … Der er rimelig stor forskel på landbrug her i Danmark. Det er den anden største 
eksportindustri … Men når det kommer til det, hvem er det så der bestemmer? Det er 
landbrugsministeren, det er ikke Christian Friis Bach … Så det er jo en kæmpe udfordring … 
Det skal jo ikke afholde os fra at prøve at tage diskussionen op …  
 
I   
Nu er der sådan lige lidt her til sidst. Vi kunne godt tænke os bare at høre, hvordan du oplever, 
rent fra NGO niveau … Er dine erfaringer uden om Concord Danmark eller hvordan du oplever 
hvor nemt det er for NGOerne at få adgang til EU i sig selv …? 
 
Gregersen   
Det oplever jeg at man har en rigtig god adgang, hvis man formår at spille spillet rigtigt. Jeg tror 
ikke at … Altså, det er svært for mig at give et sammenligningsgrundlag, fordi jeg kun har 
arbejdet med EU, så jeg kan ikke sige, at okay, men det er sådan her i forhold til FN … Eller 
hvis jeg sad i medicinalindustrien ville jeg have bedre adgang … Det er jo et relativt spørgsmål 
du stiller der ..  
 
I   
Ja …  
 
Gregersen   
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Så det … Men det mener jeg helt klart godt at man kan … Jeg mener at der er en berøringsangst 
fra de danske NGOer i forhold til mange … Og så føler jeg at her i løbet af de sidste to år har 
folk virkelig fået blod på tanden i forhold til at vi kan påvirke det der monster … Men hvor jeg 
tror at der er mange, der bliver helt blanke i øjnene, hvis du siger EU. Og jeg har det bare sådan 
her; prøv at hør der er ikke nogen forskel på om du skal ind go sige … Danske NGOer har det 
virkelig glimrende med at bede om møder med ordføreren på Christiansborg og så fortælle 
historier om at den er helt galt i Combodia og nu skal vi ind og … Eller sådan noget. Og jeg har 
det bare sådan at der egentligt ikke er den store forskel. Det kan du også gøre på EU plan. 
Mendet er bare sådan, det er EU og nede i Bruxelles og det er noget man … Der er både 
kommission og parlament og så står folk bare af … Og det mener jeg jo sådan set er et generelt 
problem. Det er jo det samme … Prøv at se på pressedækningen af EU. Det er jo latterligt i 
forhold til at du … hvor mange mennesker kan du finde … Jeg tror ikke at det er noget der 
gælder for NGO miljøet kun. Pressen, når de skriver om EU … Alle er jo sat af … Der er jo en 
klar berøringsangst overfor det der … Så hvis du sammenligner med en debat man kunne have i 
Tyskland om … Altså, hvis man ligger en politisk mission ud om Europa, så … For os, der er 
det lakridspiber og ja-nej … Det er jo virkelig lavt niveau …  
 
I   
Ja. Men du siger at det har ændret sig i løbet af de sidste par år?  
 
Gregersen   
Ja, på dansk niveau vil jeg, at der helt klart i forbindelse med det danske formandskab og frem 
er der en meget større interesse for at beskæftige sig med EU politik og så tror jeg også at det 
med at vi kan gøre en forskel, vi kan faktisk godt være med her … Og så tror jeg også at … Det 
der med at i realiteten så er der så mange ting … Det er svært at pege på noget i dag, der ikke 
også er EU … Du kan ikke pege på en proces der ikke også har en EU delegation også …  
 
I   
Ja. Så det er det dermed at man kunne gå op og få en ... For NGOen …  
 
Gregersen   
Ja, det vil jeg sige …  
 
I   
Okay … Nu vil vi også bare lige lidt konkret høre om det egentligt er muligt for NGOer, at 
kunne initiere et lovforslag …? Igen det der med at få … 
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Gregersen   
Nej … EU systemet er skruet sådan sammen, at det kun er Kommissionen der har initiativ ret … 
 
I   
Ja, men mere om man sådan kan sende forslag ind til kommissionen og så blive hørt … Sådan 
…  
 
Gregersen   
Nej, det kan man ikke … Nu fungerer EU systemet ikke … Det er jo ikke ligesom at du kan gå 
til et folketingsmedlem og så sige; vil du ikke stille et lovforslag om det her. Det kan du ikke i 
EU systemet … Men det du kan er at du kan … Jeg vil da sige at lige nu arbejder vi rigtig meget 
med at vi godt kunne tænke os at EU på et tidspunkt vedtog nogle rådskonklusioner omkring 
menneskerettighedsbaseret udvikling, men det kan jeg ikke ringe ned til en eller anden fra 
kommissionen af … Jeg kan godt tale for det, men dem der ligesom skal skubbe det, det er helt 
klart ministeren … Så det går gennem dem …  
 
I   
Ja … Så der går man gennem det nationale niveau … 
 
Gregersen   
Ja, der går vi gennem Udenrigsministeriet …  
 
I   
Ja …  
 
Gregersen   
Ja … Altså, det er jo … På den ene side har kommissionen initiativ ret, men på den ande side 
stiller de jo heller ikke forslag ud af det blå vel … Der er jo en dialog mellem medlemslandene 
… Så det er igennem medlemslandende vil jeg sige … Det er mere noget med at få den danske 
regering til at have en eller anden prioritet om at det er det her vi vil. Så der er ligsom et 
mellemled … Men, som sagt tror jeg ikke … Der er selvfølgelig det der borgerinitiativ … Ja … 
Ja … (lyder meget skeptisk) 
 
I   
Ja … Okay så lige et afsluttende spørgsmål … Hvilke svagheder ser du egentligt for NGOernes 
mulighed for at påvirke EU? 
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Gregersen  
At det er så svært og ressourcekrævende … Det er eddermame tungt … Det er den ene ting. Det 
anden er at vi jo er de små … Har I en gut der hedder Kenneth Haar på jeres … Kender I ham?  
 
I 
Nej …  
 
Gregersen   
Noget der hedder Corporate Europe Observatory … Det sidder nogen, som prøver at holde øje 
med lobbyister i Bruxelles  … Og hvis du ser i forhold til hvad alle mulige andre danske 
organisationer har … Landbrug og fødevarer har jo bare … folk siddende dernede, som kun 
arbejder for landbruget uden at Coop og tjekker deres… altså ser på hvad … Det er generelt … 
Også i Danmark … Prøv at kigge på ressourcerne i nogle af de store konsulenthuse, hvor stærke 
de er … Pedersen og Mackenzie eller hvad de hedder … 
 
I 
Det kan være vi gør det …  
 
Gregersen   
Så er vi jo … Altså i forhold til hvad de kan sætte af, af ressourcer i forhold til at påvirke 
lovgivning som går ud af en slags  … Lobbybranchen er jo sindssygt stor og der er vi meget 
små … Så det er mere vores relativt … Fordi det er ikke fordi folk ikke lytter til os, men i 
forhold til hvad vi kan afsætte af ressourcer til at … Jeg mener at da Business Europe (tjek lige 
op på navnet) de lavede det case tro jeg har været nede fra de der DU folk … Hvad 
tobaksindustrien kunne sende ud, her i forhold til EU lov … Altså, jeg tror at de kunne sende en 
jurist til stort set samtlige 700 medlemmer … Sådan en til en … For at skrive deres lovforslag 
… Så der er et styrke forhold, der er fuldstændig sindssygt …  
 
I   
Ja … Så det er simpelthen det, der nærmest er den største svaghed ved EU systemet …? 
 
Gregersen   
Jamen, det er ikke EU systemet … Det er jo … Det er det jeg siger, det er præcist det samme i 
Danmark … Det tror jeg er et … Ja, det kan man jo kalde et demokratisk…. Det er jo nok der vi 
kunne få en langhåret snak om hvad det egentligt er, der er demokratisk. Fordi jeg tror måske 
også på nogen måder så … Som verden ser ud i dag så er det måske også en lidt naiv forestilling 
at det fungerer på den måde at du sidder derhjemme og tænker; den er for gal, og så taler Jeppe 
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Kofoed på dine vegne og så når Jeppe Kofoed har taget det op i Bruxelles så tager FN det op og 
så træffer Ban Ki Moon en beslutning … Det er rimelig meget mere pløret end det … Jeg tror at 
det handler om at …  
 
I   
Det er lige præcist det vi er her for ..  
 
Gregersen   
Nå okay, ja …  
 
I 
Ja …  
 
I 
Jamen det tro jeg så var det … Vi er vist nået igennem det hele ..  
 
Gregersen   
Jo, jeg vil godt lige sige til slut, at det der med lobbyismen, der er jo et demokratisk problem 
som handler om at der hvor kæden hopper af det er at hvis du ikke længere får indflydelse fordi 
du har en god sag men fordi du har mange penge … Der mener jeg helt klart godt at der kunne 
bliver peget på nogle områder, hvor der, hvis man undersøger det, at man siger; okay hvad er 
det egentligt, som er afgørende for at denne her lovgivning eller beslutning kommer til at se ud 
… Der er der nok nogle ret ulige forhold mellem nogle bestemte kræfter, som har og sætter 
mange flere ressourcer af og så nogle som måske i virkeligheden, kunne man sige … Hvor der 
varetages flere menneskers interesser. Der tror jeg helt klart at … Men det er igen en diskussion 
… Okay, der er rigtig mange lobbyister. Jeg tror måske at der er tre lobbyister pr 
parlamentariker i Bruxelles … Men det er der også i Washington, så det er også fordi man 
koncentrerer noget magt. Jeg tror sådan set at mange kunne du også sige om det danske system 
eller om FN systemet … Jeg vil vædde på at der er mange erhvervsfolk, der løber ud og ind af 
IMF. Det er svært … Der tror jeg at det handler rigtig meget om at vi er et sted hvor politik er 
sindssygt teknisk. Se bare på det med at repræsentativt demokrati, det er super fedt fordi, der 
sidder både en bankdirektør og et postbud og så skal de sidde i et udvalg … Eller de ligner os og 
så træffer de beslutninger på vores vegne. Nej, det er folk … Hvis du skal have en fremtid i 
politik i Danmark, så er det ligesom, hvis du skulle være elitefodboldspiller. Så skal du have 
meldt dig ind i SFU eller et eller andet, som fjortenårig og have rundsave på albuerne … Det er 
fuldstændigt en profession ligesom alt muligt andet. Selv Dansk Folkeparti, der er stort set alle 
akademikere. De ligner jo ikke deres vælgere på nogen måde. Og den teknificering af politik, 
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tror jeg gælder på alle områder og det er også det der gør at lobbyister har rigtige gode forhold 
og det der er vores valuta. Der hvor vi virkelig kan noget, fordi vi nogen gange sidder på en 
ekspertise, som gør at vi kan komme med nogle forslag … Men det er jo super teknisk … Jeg 
tror at … Nu spurgte du om det der med sammenhæng, og så kan jeg sige til dig; okay, jeg kan 
godt forklare dig intuitivt hvad det drejer sig om, hvis du læser vores høringssvar til den 
handlingsplan der findes på DANIDAs hjemmeside. Men jeg tror måske slet ikke at det vil give 
mening for dig, fordi det er så teknificeret … Valutaen i de der beslutninger er verden med 
lobby bygget på … Den er ekstremt teknisk … Prøv at tænke på når du kommer til 
bankstandarderne. Tror du at politikerne de forstod hvad de lavede da de lavede bankpakke tre 
… Det er ikke for normalt dødelige … Det er så teknisk politik efterhånden, så det virkelig er 
løbet fra nogle af vores tekstbogs forståelser af demokrati, tro jeg … Hvis jeg skulle komme en 
overordnet diagnose …  
 
I 
Siger du så også at det, der berettiger at I egentligt er til stede er at I kan hjælpe med det her 
tekniske …?  
 
Gregersen   
Ja, det vil jeg sige. Vi er så … Vores relative styrke er lille, men det er helt klart at … Jeg vil 
mene at NGOer … Det er ikke nok bare at have en god sag. De skal ikke bare være gode til at 
mobilisere en masse folk om at nu skal vi redde verden, de fattige lande og vi skal lave nogel 
retfærdige politiker og så stoppe der. Fordi det er for let at glide af på … Man er nødt til at have 
nogen der virkelig kan følge med i processen og det er det, som mange andre interesser er 
ekstremt dygtige til … De gør det bare på en meget mindre profileret måde. De fleste andre 
lobbyister har jo ikke lyst til at blive set … Der er mange lobbyister der helt klart har det bedst 
med at folk ikke ved hvem de … Det er det jeg siger med de store lobbybureauer, de er jo skudt 
ind så du ikke ved hvem de egentligt repræsenterer … Det er ikke Mærsks, jo Mærsk måske… 
Der er mange virksomheder der ikke selv går til Christiansborg, men gør det gennem et bureau, 
for eksempel …  
 
I 
… Og bare ikke vil kendes ved det …? 
 
Gregersen  
Ja …  
 
I   
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Men, når du nu siger at der er sket et lille skred i de sidste to år for NGOer, kan det være 
grundet, hvad der er sket i EU? Fordi der er også sket et skred, hvor man ser mere på om man 
kan få inkorporeret NGOerne på en eller anden måde i policy processen … 
 
Gregersen   
Jeg ved ikke om der er et kausalforhold … Nej …. Jeg tror at det er et heldigt sammenfald af at 
… I Danmark har der været en eller anden energi omkring Concord, som gør at det sådan bare 
… Der har folk kunnet se at vi har været gode til at skabe nogle resultater. Og så har vi haft det 
EU formandskab og det viste vi jo også godt, at det er vores store moment … Hvor Danmark 
faktisk … Og også regeringen, fik sat nogle dagsordener … Og så tror jeg at den sidste ting er at 
jo, det spiller da også ind, det med at parlamentet har fået indflydelse på nogle områder og 
særligt også nogle områder, hvor man kan sige at … Prøv at tænk på sådan en skattelys 
dagsorden, hvordan den skred … Jeg kan godt love jer at første gang vi startede med at arbejde 
på det for tre år siden, der var vi inde og mødes med sådan nogle … Ham Lars, der inde fra 
Erhvervsstyrelsen og vi sad og sagde at det også var et problem for udviklingslandene … De 
sad bare og kiggede på os … De er jo også nogle venlige mennesker, men de sad bare og sagde 
… Det er fint nok, men altså vi skal videre … Og nu er det noget man står og snakker om på … 
Stats og regeringscheferne i EU og Obama er gået helt amok og han synes bare at det er presset 
… På den måde, der bevæger dagsordenen sig … Man kan sige at der er nogle ting, hvor det 
sådan lidt er et sammenfald, som er umuligt at forudsige … Med at parlamentet pludselig har 
haft lidt indflydelse på de her ting og så sker der nogle ting, hvor noget kommer med i noget 
lovgivning, som havde været fuldstændig utænkeligt for fem år siden. Så på en måde er der også 
nogle sammenfald og nogle tilfældigheder, tror jeg helt klart …  
 
I   
Så det handler om at kunne se vinduerne …?  
 
Gregersen   
Ja, det vil jeg sige. Meget … Men også nogle gange bare at der er nogle ting, der flader sammen 
… Der er også mange ting i verden, som sker, hvor der ikke er nogen masterplan, men hvor der 
er nogle ting der falder sammen … Og så synes jeg man kan sige at vi har været gode til at 
udnytte det, og vores medlemmer har været gode til at engagerer sig …  
 
I   
Nu skal jeg lige være helt sikker. Når du siger det med at der er sket et skred i at folk søger mere 
indflydelse … Eller NGOerne søger mere indflydelse … Mener du så på udviklingsområdet 
eller …? 
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Gregersen   
Ja, ja, jeg kan ikke udtale mig om andet … Jeg aner ikke om Dansk Naturfredningsforening får 
… Men jeg siger bare at for det danske NGO miljøs vedkommende … Hvis du kigger henover 
de sidste par år, så er der ingen tvivl om at der har været en voldsomt stigende interesse for EU 
og EU politik …  
 
Maja:   
Ja, super … Bare for at vi er sikre på det …  
 
Gregersen  
Ja … Men, det er det jeg mener …  
 
I   
Ja, men var det ikke det? Jo, det tror jeg …  
 
Gregersen   
Ja …  
 
I 
Vi har fået svar på vores spørgsmål …  
 
Gregersen   
Perfekt …  
 
I   
Meget brugbart og meget interessant …  
 
Gregersen   
Jamen velbekomme …  
 
I   
Nu håber vi på at kunne få fat på … Hvad hedder hun … ?  
 
Gregersen  
Sarah Kristine …  
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I   
Sarah Kristine … Hende vil vi meget gerne have fat på også …  
 
Gregersen   
Bliv I ved med at kime hende ned … Ja, jeg tror at det er hende der er sjovest at snakke med … 
Hun er også sjov på den måde at hun faktisk kan fortælle om at hun har siddet her … Hun er 
egentligt sekunderet herfra, men det tror jeg bare … Jeg tror at hun er god at snakke med 
omkring nogle af de der ting … Hvad er adgangen og hvad er forskellen mellem Bruxelles og 
København, det vil hun være skarpere på end jeg er, fordi at jeg på en eller anden måde 
stadigvæk bare flyver i … Hvor hun faktisk er en del af det miljø til daglig …  
 
I   
Ja … Men sidder hun her på Concord Danmark …? 
 
Gregersen   
Om fredagen gør hun …  
 
I   
Så hun er sådan et bindeled mellem jer …  
 
Gregersen    
Altså, hvis I er heldige kan I måske fange hende mens hun er i Danmark. Hun er her tit om 
fredagen … Hun er der også den fjortende … Hun kommer og holder et oplæg … Husk at 
melde jer til … Den fjortende. Kig på vores hjemmeside …  
 
I   
… Er det jer, der har lavet en konference? 
 
Gregersen   
Ja …  
 
I   
Det må vi ind og melde os til … Komme styrtende …  
 
Gregersen   
I kan tage alle jeres … Vi skal fylde hele det, der hus op, så bare sig det til alle jeres med…  
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I   
… Medstuderende …  
 
I   
Vi lægger det op på facebookgruppen …  
 
Gregersen  
Det må I meget gerne … Bare spred budskabet …  
 
I   
Vi skal skrive det til dem fra International Development Studies …  
 
Gregersen  
Ja, præcist …  
 
I   
Det er dem, der gerne vil tror jeg …  
 
Gregersen   
Ja, lige præcist. Det er sådan nogle folk vi skal have der ind … Vi skal også have frem, at det jo 
er min store dagsorden at vi er nødt til at lade være med at tænke udviklingspolitik så meget 
som bistand … Altså, bistand er ekstremt vigtigt, men det er fandeme også mange andre ting … 
Det er også sådan et generationsskifte … Vi skal have fat i nogle af de unge …  
 
I   
Ja … Det er os der kommer …  
 
Gregersen   
… Ja …  
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APPENDIX 11 
 
Interview 
Sarah Kristine Johansen 
Concord Europe  
 
 
I 
Du ved jo godt lidt om os. Vi kommer fra RUC og skriver lige nu om, hvordan NGO’er 
fungerer som et demokratisk bindeled til EU, og hvor demokratisk det faktisk er at gå den vej. 
Og i den forbindelse, så vil vi gerne snakke med jer. Der mener jeg faktisk Concord Europe, det 
er der, vi placerer dig lige nu. Bare lige for at forstå din rolle … Hvad laver du i Concord 
Europe, og hvorfor sidder du også lidt hos Concord Danmark? 
 
Johansen   
I kender jo sikkert Concords struktur med, at der er et hovedkvarter i Bruxelles, og så har det en 
national platform i alle EU-landene – ikke Kroatien nu, men snart - og så har vi også de 
internationale netværk som medlemmer. Concord Danmark er jo så den danske nationale 
platform som selv er en paraplyorganisation, så det er sådan en paraply med paraply på; hele 
strukturen. Jeg har været ansat her hos Concord Danmark i 2,5 år eller sådan, som politisk 
medarbejder og har meget siddet med skatteområdet og skattely og skatteunddragelse. Jeg har 
arbejdet med politik-kohærens for udvikling for den vinkel, det giver os det mandat til, vi må jo 
snakke om en masse ting, der ikke kun er udviklingsbistand, udviklingspolitik og få lov til at 
rode med handel og skat og alle mulige andre ting. Og det har jeg siddet her og lavet, og det 
laver vi også i Concord Europe. Ligesom vi er sekreteriatsmedarbejdere  her, så har de også et 
sekretariat i Concord Europe. Som så tjener ikke kun nationale platforme men hele netværket. 
Hende, der sidder med det område normalt … med politik-kohærens for udvikling i Concord 
Europe … hun skulle på barsel plus, der var en anden der stoppede, så det endte med, at de 
skrev til mig og spurgte … de vidste godt, at jeg havde et job, men om jeg ville have det her 
også … og at vi kunne finde ud af … at jeg selv måtte placere min tid mellem de to steder … 
fordi det var en 80 procents stilling, 4 dage om ugen, dernede. Det endte vi med at blive enige 
om i bestyrelsen herhjemme, at det var okay, at jeg tog den udstationering ti måneder. Det gør, 
at jeg arbejder 4 dage om ugen for Concord Europe og en dag om ugen for Concord Danmark, 
hvor jeg arbejder med skat … meget præcist. Og så vælger jeg lidt selv, hvornår jeg er hvor og 
hvor mange dage. Man kunne sige, at det var lettere bare at flytte til Bruxelles og så arbejde en 
dag  om ugen for Concord Danmark derfra, men da min kæreste bor her og bla bla bla. Så 
passer det bedre med denne her løsning for mig.  
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I 
Så du er faktisk ansat begge steder lige nu? 
 
Johansen 
Nej, jeg er ansat hos Concord Danmark. Og de … udlåner mig så. Vi får en fast sum fra 
Concord Europe hver måned, som så skal gå til at dække omkostninger for min løn og min 
transport og min bolig. Så køber de mig, på den måde, på månedsbasis. I de ti måneder. Så jeg 
er stadig fuldstændig ansat af Concord Danmark, og når jeg så kommer tilbage dertil, er jeg så 
helt ansat af Concord Danmark, for jeg har aldrig været ude af Concord Danmark. Men det er 
sådan setuppet er blevet. Det er første gang Concord Europe, prøver at lave udstationeringer 
med en medarbejder fra nationale platforme. Så det er lidt en testcase … det er jo super fedt for 
os og for mig … det her er jo ligesom at komme ned og spille i Superligaen, i forhold til at være 
hjemme og komme til Bruxelles og lave de ting. Så det er jo en super viden, jeg kan tage med 
tilbage. Samtidig har de jo også brug for gode kræfter dernede og slipper for en lang 
ansættelsesprocedure, hvis de ved, hvilke folk der kan det, de søger. På den måde … nu må vi 
se, jeg synes, det er spændende. Jeg synes også, det er hårdt, ikke mindst rejseriet. Også det at 
have to jobs … det er to mails, og det er to … det hele. 
 
I 
Det kan jeg godt forstå. Men altså, bare for at lægge vores grundsyn, så bruger vi dig nu som 
repræsentant for Concord Europe. Vi er mest interesserede i at høre din erfaringer derfra. Og 
hvis du lige kan forklare lidt om Concord Europe, hvordan det er opstået? Kontekst og dannelse. 
 
Johansen 
Der var et netværk engang, der hed Klonk. Jeg ved ikke rigtig, hvad det står for. Og det døde en 
brat død og ifølge de rygter, som har svirret, så var det meget, fordi de ikke formåede at linke til 
det nationale niveau, så det blev sådan en Bruxelles-boble. Men hvor mange ting … hvis man 
skulle synes noget om EU … så er det jo tit medlemslandene, som tit blokerer nogle ting i hvert 
fald …  så det med at arbejde i medlemslandene er ret essentielt for at ændre nogle ting i EU. Så 
det blev vist for meget en Bruxelles-boble. Så den døde … men så blev det besluttet, at der 
stadig var brug for at have et netværk, der kunne brede sig ud over de nationale platforme. Så 
det var Concord Europe opstod for for ti år siden. Ham, der er direktør for det, Olivier, har 
været der de ti år, og han går af nu her. Så vi er lige i et skifte, vi har to direktører i øjeblikket, 
der laver hand-over i to måneder her. Men han har ligesom drevet det fremad. Altså i starten 
handlede det jo meget om at få etableret sig overhovedet som aktør. Hvilket der var et review 
for et par år siden til en generalforsamling … måske var det sidste år … hvor vi diskuterede, at 
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Concord har meget formået at blive synlig og brande sig selv som den aktør, man går til. 
Peapacks og andre kommer til en afslutningsreception, når et boardmember går fra Concord. 
Altså det er den aktør, som man går til. Samtidig så er der den udfordring, man måske står i. To 
ting: den ene, at det ændrer sig  fra det meget policy-orienterede … så være lidt mere politiske 
og turde sige nogle flere kraftigere ting i stedet for kun at arbejde med policy ned i detaljen … 
og sige, vi har nogle klare visioner for, hvor vi synes, verden skal hen. Så det er den ene og den 
anden ting, det er den direktør, der har været der, ikke har været så interesseret i management … 
så det hele har været meget flyvsk … og det har været supervigtigt at have en direktør, der 
ligesom har kunne drive det fremad og opad. Og nu kommer der en brite, som måske snarere 
kan konsolidere det lidt og sige, vi har denne her organisation, vi har denne her status nu. Nu 
skal vi ligesom have styr også på de indre linjer, og samtidig skal vi selvfølgelig kunne kigge 
fremad og være lidt mere visionære og turde have nogle standpunkter og ikke blive bange, hvis 
Kommissionen kommer og siger: det kan vi ikke lide, at I siger det der. Fordi vi trods alt stadig 
er civilsamfund. Det kan godt være at vi får en del (mumbling 6.45) fra Kommissionen, men 
derfor har vi stadig lov til at have vores egne holdninger. Så det der med at turde gøre de der 
ting, det synes jeg, er hovedudfordringerne nu her.  
 
I 
Vi kan se på jeres hjemmeside, at I skriver, at I er den primære samtalepartner. Det er sådan, I 
beskriver jer selv. Hvordan mener I det præcist? 
 
Johansen 
Det er det her med at repræsentere så meget … det ændrer sig altid lidt… jeg tror på sidste 
generalforsamling, der blev det besluttet, at nu repræsenterer vi over 2000 organisationer, 
tidligere var det 1800. Selvfølgelig stiger det også, alt efter, om der kommer et nyt medlemsland 
ind, som selv har organisationer. Vi har jo været 42 her i Danmark, som jo tæller ind i de 
samlede 2000. Altså vi repræsenterer så mange organisationer, der arbejder med udvikling og 
nødhjælp. Det er jo en måde at kanalisere alt det sammen på og sige, I kan ikke få fat i hele 
civilsamfundet, men I kan få fat i os, som taler på vegne af dem. Og det, kan man jo sige, er en 
kæmpe udfordring at sikre, at man rent faktisk taler på vegne af så mange mennesker og så 
mange organisationer. Der er  jo også mange procedurer, som gør, at vi skal sikre os, at alt hvad 
vi siger, er klappet af internt i organisationen, fordi ellers så ... Så det et er jo sådan lidt … hvis 
man godt vil høre, hvad mener udviklingsmiljøet om det her i Bruxelles, så går man til Concord. 
Medmindre man er mere nødhjælp, er der også Voice, som … fokuserer mere på nødhjælp. Men 
så kan man sige, der er jo også andre. Der er Eurodat (8.30) for eksempel … netværk i 
Bruxelles, som fokuserer rigtig meget på skat. Og når jeg arbejder med skattespørgsmål, så 
arbejder jeg faktisk gennem Eurodat og har altid gjort det, fordi det ikke rigtig har været en del, 
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som Concord har arbejdet med. Så der er andre netværk. Men vi er det eneste, der har det her 
med det nationale setup, som gør, at vi når så langt ud. Og som også bliver interessant for 
Kommission og de andre for de ved godt, at hvis Concord mener det her, så bliver det altså 
spredt ud … til, at der er folk, der arbejder i alle lande, til rent faktisk at påvirke deres regering 
til også at mene det her. Så på den måde er vi interessant, fordi vi har det setup. 
 
I 
Altså i den forbindelse, må jeg så lige spørge, fordi vi har tænkt meget på, når I agerer i EU, om 
I så agerer som repræsentant for alle jeres medlemsorganisationer eller om I også agerer som en 
selvstændig organisation? 
 
Johansen 
Det er altid … altid som repræsentant. Vi har lige haft denne her diskussion i går, da vi 
snakkede om samvirkende netværk. Skal vi skabe et nyt netværk, som rent faktisk skal have 
eget brevpapir eller skal det være sådan, at det faciliterer et møderum for de organisationer, som 
vil sige noget om lige det her, og så sætter de deres logo på, så er det dem, der har synligheden 
og man ikke som sådan har synlighed som et netværk. Fordelen ved at have det, det er jo, at 
hvis du sidder og arbejder med handel i et hjørne, jamen så hvis den bliver godkendt, den 
position, som du har, hvis du får Concord-netværkets logo på, så har du faktisk 2000 
organisationer bag dig …  så kan du gå ud at sige, du har 2000 organisationer, der står sammen 
om at mene det her. I stedet for de måske fem, som du sidder og arbejder sammen med på 
handelsområdet. Så man får vægten bag sig, hvis man vælger at bruge organisationens logo på 
den måde og have organisationen som en organisation i sig selv … eller netværket som en 
organisation i sig selv. Men det er er altid fuldstændig medlemsdrevet, og det er medlemmer 
som beslutter, om det er det, det vi mener. Så på den måde lægger selvfølgelig man sin kapacitet 
over til nogen ... og siger det er i jeres hænder, hvad vi mener om handel, for jeg ved ikke noget 
om handel. Så det må jo være de folk, der arbejder med handel, der når frem til, hvad de 
NGO’er, der arbejder sammen med handel, hvad mener de om det, og så er det det, hele 
Concord mener. Når det er sagt, så er der nogle områder, som vi ikke har nogle holdninger på i 
Concord. Fordi vi har så mange medlemmer, og der er så stor forskel, at vi faktisk ikke kan 
blive enige. Det er for eksempel reproduktive, seksuelle rettigheder. Der er rigtig mange 
sydeuropæiske lande, der ikke synes, man skal snakke om abort eller brug af prævention. Så det 
har vi ikke nogen holdning om. Landbrugspolitikken er svær, fordi at franske NGO’er for 
eksempel … det er ikke kun lande, det skiller sig også lidt i civilsamfundet … de holdninger, 
som der nationalt i landene. Vi i Danmark er alt for … lad os afskaffe den der støtte … det 
underminerer udviklingslandenes egne landbrugssektorer, hvor de i Frankrig er sådan … ja, 
men ellers så underminerer det vores selvforsyning af mad i landene, og der bliver også mange 
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små farmers her, og det er vigtigt at tage hensyn til. Så vi har heller ikke nogen position her. 
Omkring den private sektor og dens rolle i udvikling, har vi heller ikke nogen position på. Altså 
der er nogle rigtig store spørgsmål, som vi faktisk ikke har en position på, fordi der er så mange, 
der skal blive enige. Så snart der er noget kontroversielt, så får de ikke bare lov til … dem der 
sidder og arbejder med landbrug at sige … nå, det her er Concords holdning på det … for vi har 
nogle procedurer … nogle step-up, policy-forum og et board i sidste ende, som skal godkende, 
hvis det er noget kontroversielt, vi mener noget om. 
 
I 
Hvis du kan uddybe lidt omkring jeres struktur. Nu siger du policy-forum  og board … 
 
Johansen 
Det ville være lettere, hvis jeg kunne prøve at tegne … Kan jeg låne? Det er noget, vi nogle 
gange joker med praktikanterne her, altså at man er velkommen til at prøve at tegne Concords 
struktur efter vores præsentation af det, for det er ikke nødvendigvis let. Altså der er et board, så 
er der et policy forum … Po-Fo … som har en steering group. Så er der en række working 
structures, som enten kan være en working group eller et task force. Og taske forces er 
midlertidige, mens arbejdsgrupper er mere stabile. For eksempel er der et EP Election Task 
Force, fordi det siger sig selv … når valget er ovre … så arbejder man lidt med det, men det 
kommer til at nedlægge sig selv efter det. Når det er sagt, så er der vist aldrig noget, der er 
blevet nedlagt i Concord, hvilket er en af deres problemer … når det først er i struktur, er det 
meget svært at tage livet af det igen. Så det er vist kun lykkedes med én ting, som var sådan 
noget med … ineffectiveness og structure dialogue, som var et task force … det er vist også det 
eneste, som er blevet nedlagt igen. Men så er der en række arbejdsgrupper og task forces … og 
arbejdsgrupperne, de har også styregrupper og har måske endda chairs eller co-chairs … nogle 
af arbejdsgrupperne har sådan nogle underarbejdsgrupper … nogle specifikke ting. Og så har 
man sekretariatet, som sidder og er focal-points på de forskellige … og jeg sidder så som focal-
point på PCD-arbejdsgruppen.  
 
I 
PCD er? 
 
Johansen 
Politik, kohærens og udvikling. Men for eksempel også på task force på climate change … for 
trade … for migration … under PCD. Og det er fordi, det er her, vi ser det tematiske PCD-ting. 
Det er alle sammen politik kohærens for udvikling set fra klimaperspektiv, set fra 
handelsperspektiv, fra immigrationsperspektiv. Og så har vi også en working group, der hedder 
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IFSG, som er food security, som arbejder med handel og landbrug og sådan nogle ting, som jeg 
også sidder som focal point for … hver sekretariatsmedarbejder sidder så og er focal point for 
en række grupper og servicerer de grupper … i princippet … vores mandat er at servicere, i 
virkeligheden så ender det tit med, at vi kommer til at lave meget af arbejdet, fordi medlemmer 
ofte har travlt med andre ting også. 
 
I 
Ja. 
 
Johansen 
I selve arbejdsgrupperne er der denne her styregruppe, som er valgt i selve arbejdsgruppen, og 
der bliver der så valgt en chair … eller to chairs, co-chairs … som er dem man som focal point i 
sekretariatet samarbejder rigtig meget sammen med. I PCD-gruppen er det Laust, hvilket også 
gør vores liv rigtig let, fordi det er os to, der så skal klappe mange ting af … men selvfølgelig er 
der også en eller anden fare for, at alle de interessante diskussioner i virkeligheden kun foregår 
her i styregruppen og ikke i den større gruppe. Så når man … vi laver noget med PCD, vi 
reagerer på en rapport fra Kommissionen lige nu og her, Laust har deadline i dag klokken 12. Så 
det håber jeg, han husker. Så reagerer folk, så skriver jeg det sammen og så ender vi med en 
eller anden reaktion, hvor vi så siger, det er PCD-gruppens reaktion på det her. Det er fordi, det 
er PCD-rapport, det er helt på vores bord. Men for eksempel hvis IFSG-gruppen kommer med 
en eller anden position … nej for eksempel i PCD-gruppen, der har vi set, at noget af det 
Kommissionen siger i deres … eller at det der står i Lissabon-traktaten omkring, at landene skal 
tage højde for deres indflydelse på andre landes politikker … som er det vi bygger det her PCD-
arbejde op omkring … det er ikke blevet gjort i en case omkring biofoods, mener vi. Så det 
overvejer vi faktisk at tage til ombudsmanden og køre den case juridisk hele vejen op igennem 
systemet og sige … jamen, Kommissionen har faktisk ikke overholdt Lissabon-traktaten på det 
her område. Den her ting, den bliver selvfølgelig først diskuteret i styregruppen, og så kører den 
herop til Po-Fo steering group som  skal sige ok, vil Concord have sit navn på … altså en 
retssag, som vi kører. Det er en stor beslutning, som vi ikke for lov til bare at træffe i PCD-
gruppen. Hvis det er hele Concords navn, der står på at vi sender til ombudsmanden mod 
Kommissionen, så er det en sag, som skal igennem nogle højere strukturer … det kan faktisk 
godt være at de her i Po-FO siger det her, det synes vi ikke engang vi skal tage stilling til, vi 
bliver nødt til at  køre det helt op til boardet og høre dem om det. 
 
I 
Okay. Hvordan hjælper de nationale platforme så i det her? Hvordan spiller de ind? 
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Johansen 
De sidder i arbejdsgrupperne. De sidder i de arbejdsgrupper, de synes er relevant. Her der tror 
jeg … for Concord Danmark sidder vi i PCD-arbejdsgruppen, vi sidder i Financing for 
Development-task force, vi sidder i … Mads arbejder rigtig meget med FDR – Fonding for 
Development and Relief, som er mere noget med EU-midler, hvordan man søger EU-midler. Så 
sidder vi i EP-Election-task force. Skat arbejder jeg mere med gennem Eurodat. Nå ja, så har vi 
også haft nogle i DIA som er sådan noget development education. Så vi sidder i fem-syv 
arbejdsgrupper, og det kan både være os som sekretariatet … det er det oftest … men det kan 
også være vores medlemmer. Så vi opfordrer meget vores medlemmer til at sige … for 
eksempel … grunden til det lige tog et stykke tid før jeg kom i tanke om det her DIA-forum … 
at vi har nogle der … er fordi at det er en af vores bestyrelsesmedlemmer, som sidder der, fordi 
de arbejder meget med development education … det gør vi ikke rigtig, sådan noget 
oplysningsarbejde, det laver vi ikke så meget her på sekretariatet, men det laver de rigtig meget 
hos dem. Så derfor siger vi … hvis du godt vil sparre med de bedste … i Bruxelles … så er det 
der, du tager til. Du får viden … og så selvfølgelig, hvis man så også bidrager til det, kan man 
sørge for, at det bliver endnu bedre det arbejde, der bliver gjort. Men der er selvfølgelig altid en 
balance … hvor meget gør man det for selv at få viden, og hvor meget gør man det for at 
bidrage. Og det er meget forskelligt fra medlem til medlem, og Concord Danmark er nok en af 
de meget aktive nationale platforms. Vi bidrager rigtig meget og trækker ikke kun viden … men 
det er der nogen, der vælger at gøre … nogen også fordi de ikke har kapaciteten eller viden til 
det … der er mange nationale platforme som måske har én medarbejder. Og i de nye 
medlemslande, hvor de så måske har ti medlemmer, men de arbejder egentlig ikke sådan rigtig 
med traditionel udviklingsbistand … mere sådan, nå men vi har da nogle at samarbejde med 
omkring migration med Georgien eller … men altså … så det er meget forskelligt, hvad for en 
kapacitet, de nationale platforme har. Så det er tit dem, der har de stærkere nationale platforme, 
som byder meget ind i arbejdsstrukturerne og driver arbejdet fremad. Men det er her, de 
forskellige medlemmer sidder, både de nationale platforme og de internationale netværk … så 
Bruxelles kontoret for ActionAid for eksempel.. er også i PCD-gruppen. Det er vigtigt også at 
have nogle, der er Bruxelles-baserede, fordi meget af tanken er, at som sekretariatsmedlemmer, 
så er du last resort, så hvis der er et møde i CODEV, som er i Rådet … når de skal forhandle 
noget, så sidder de i forskellige arbejdsgrupper og så er det de forskellige permanente 
repræsentanter for de forskellige lande, som er sat i forskellige arbejdsgrupper … den 
arbejdsgruppe, der arbejder med udvikling hedder CODEV. Så når de skal mødes, 
repræsentanterne for 28 lande og lave alt det nitty-gritty tekniske arbejde omkring Rådets 
konklusioner eller andet, så mødes de der og så sender de det op til ministerniveau til at blive 
klappet af til sidst. Det er der hele det arbejde foregår. Dem skal vi for eksempel mødes med på 
mandag, fordi vi skal have Rådets konklusion på det med PCD til december, så der vil vi rigtig 
GS-B, ISG! ! ROSKILDE UNIVERSITY!
  FALL 2013 
! 229 
gerne sige, hvad vores holdning til det her er. Og der er der brug for en repræsentant fra PCD, 
fordi det er PCD, der er på, men Laust flyver ikke til Bruxelles for et et-times møde med 
CODEV, så er det også meget vigtigt at have nogle Bruxelles-baserede netværk, så man har 
nogle Bruxelles-baserede folk, man kan trække på, til da vi præsenterede vores spotlight-rapport 
for Udviklingsudvalget i Parlamentet her i sidste uge, og jeg kan godt gøre det, men det skal 
helst være medlemmer. Så vi skal hele tiden prøve at finde medlemmer, der kan gøre det, som 
skal være dem, der træder frem også taler på Concords vegne. Og hvis det ikke kan lade sig 
gøre, så gør jeg det … som sekretariatsmedarbejder. Så det er tanken. Det er her de nationale 
platforme er, men også her de internationale netværk er, og det er vigtigt at have en god 
kombination af begge. 
 
I 
Når du siger, der er en jeres fra jeres bestyrelse, der sidder med i nogle af arbejdsgrupperne,  
mener du så Concord Danmarks bestyrelse?  
 
Johansen 
Ja. 
 
I 
Hvordan er det i forhold til jeres medlemmer, altså de nationale organisationer, som I er 
paraplyorganisation for, kan de også være medlem af arbejdsgrupperne? 
 
Johansen 
Ja, og vores bestyrelse er også for vores medlemmer. Vi har en bestyrelse i Concord Danmark, 
men man behøver ikke være bestyrelsesmedlem for at sidde med i en arbejdsgruppe. Vi har 
også haft repræsentanter direkte fra vores medlemmer, som sidder i en arbejdsgruppe. Og i mit 
PCD-netværk, i styregruppen endda, der sidder der en, som er medlem af PARTA, som er den 
hollandske nationale platform, men er blevet placeret i Bruxelles. Så hun er medlem af en 
national platform, men sidder direkte i styregruppen og arbejder. Så det er ikke så vigtigt, man 
skal bare være medlem eller medlem af medlemmer. For at bidrage til det, og hvis man ikke. Og 
hvis man ikke er medlem, kan  man også godt deltage i møderne som observatør. Men så har 
man, hvis det kommer til at stemme … vi havde f.eks. et raw materials task force, som jeg ikke 
lige fik skrevet på der, ville de lave en position, der bestod af mange også ikke medlemmer … 
 
I 
Undskyld, raw? 
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Johansen 
Raw materials. Naturressourcer. Den bestod af mange ikke-medlemmer, så den position, de var 
kommet op med, var der faktisk kun to medlemmer iblandt og så var der en del ikke-
medlemmer. Så den var jeg nødt til … den kørte jeg til direktøren. For at vide, hvordan skal jeg 
gå videre med den her. Skal den op i Po-Fo, skal den op i Board? Hvordan skal vi  forholde os 
til en position på hele Concords vegne, som der faktisk kun er to medlemmer involveret i … 
men fordi vi så i Spotlight-rapporten har et kapitel omkring naturressourcer, så sagde vi okay, 
det har været godkendt af Po-FO og Board for nyligt, så siger vi, så længe det er på linje med 
det. Så der var to ting, vi måtte tage ud af positionen, for det stod der ikke noget om nogen 
steder ... i rapporten, men ellers så sagde vi … okay, det er godkendt det her, fordi det er en 
uddybning af de ting, der står i rapporten, som er blevet godkendt. Så der er sådan nogle … 
okay … en gang imellem, hvis der ikke er nok medlemmer bag et eller andet. Så bliver man 
nødt til at finde ud af, for der skal være en eller anden political mass af medlemmer, som ikke er 
nærmere defineret. Men som hvis den ikke er der … hvis man føler den ikke er der, så skal man 
reagere på den i sekretariatet. Der kan komme nogen, hvor man bare er nødt til at sige: sorry, 
det er I nødt til at putte jeres eget logo på. Det kan vi ikke som Concord. Men de er meget 
interesserede i, at Concord putter sit logo på, fordi vi har den vægt bag os. Så derfor er der 
mange, der presser os til, at de virkelig gerne vil have Concords logo på tingene. 
 
I 
Det kan man jo godt forstå. I den forbindelse, nu sidder du og snakker om, hvordan man efter at 
have fået nogle positioner sikrer sig hele vejen op i systemet, at alle går ind for det mere eller 
mindre. Men hvordan sætter man Concords agenda fra starten af? 
 
Johansen 
Det er et godt spørgsmål. Ikke mindst fordi … vi er lige gået i gang med en spændende ny 
proces. Så jeg synes  hele mit liv er fyldt med ting oppe i  luften lige nu … og også dernede 
fordi … det er ret nyt for Concord at arbejde med prioriteter. Og det følger også lidt, det jeg 
sagde … den har fået lov til at vokse, vokse, vokse … alle de her arbejdsgrupper og task forces, 
der ikke rigtig nedlagde sig selv … det er i sidste ende bestyrelsens say, om der er noget, der 
skal nedlægges, men hvis der er nogen, der prøver at nedlægge noget så skal jeg love dig for, at 
en intern lobby … altså vi taler om et netværk af lobbyister ikke? Så folk kan godt finde ud af at 
lobbye i det interne og det skal man også, hvis man skal have sine ting igennem … så man 
kigger lige så meget på, hvad kan lobbye Concord Europe til at gøre. Det kan nok være der er 
nogle lobbyister, der går i gang, hvis der er nogen der prøver at nedlægge et netværk, som de 
sidder og arbejder i … eller en arbejdsgruppe. Så derfor er det lidt vokset og vokset, og det er 
ikke mindst svært for sekretariatet at skulle dække flere og flere områder … det er ikke fordi der 
GS-B, ISG! ! ROSKILDE UNIVERSITY!
  FALL 2013 
! 231 
nødvendigvis kommer flere penge til sekretariatsmedarbejdere … og altså det bliver strakt mere 
og mere ud over arbejdsgrupper og task forces. Og man kan sige, vi har presset meget på fra 
Concord Danmarks side, fordi vi fra starten har lavet en ordentlig arbejdsplan, som involverer 
medlemmer … eller det er en struktur vi har opbygget over de sidste 2 år, især efter det danske 
formandskab … at have en arbejdsplan som er, vi laver grundarbejdet og så må den blive 
diskuteret af medlemmer … det ved jeg ikke om I snakkede med Laust om … og så bliver den 
vedtaget på generalforsamlingen … så en arbejdsplan for hvad vi fokuserer på næste år, men en 
meget prioriteret arbejdsplan … som gør, at hvis min head of board lige pludselig kommer og 
siger: ”Sarah, vi skal finde ud af et eller andet på handel”, så kigger jeg på ham og siger sorry, 
jeg sidder og … hvis alt det her er overstået, så kan jeg se om jeg har tid til at kigge på handel, 
men det her er min prioritet at arbejde med. 
 
I 
Så det er for Concord Danmark? 
 
Johansen 
Ja præcis, det er en retningslinje for Concord Danmark for, hvordan vi prioriterer … og det har 
Concord Europe aldrig gjort … derfor så er vi nogen, bl.a. Concord Danmark, der har presset 
meget på for at Concord Europe også kunne begynde at prioritere fra år til år … hvad vi faktisk 
fokuser på det år … og det har så gjort, at i år har der kørt en proces med at udvælge annual 
priorities for næste år … det vil sige, det skete faktisk også sidste år, men der var det mere 
processer … MFF … Multiannual Finansiel Framework, som er EU’s lange budget, det blev en 
af dem f.eks. Det var klart, fordi det skulle afsluttes i år … men det var sådan, det blev meget 
processer … nogle bestemte arbejdsgrupper, der så blev prioriteret, hvilket var lidt mærkeligt, 
så derfor har de prøvet noget andet i år og det er første gang det er sådan en lang proces om 
næste års prioriteter … fire prioriteter, hvor den ene er The Europe We Want, som … kan man 
sige … EP Elections task force skal klart være en del af det, fordi … i forhold til 
parlamentarikerne men det er også bredere end det … det er vores visioner for, hvordan Europa 
skal se ud. Det er der hvor PCD vil sige, jamen EU’s politikker skal ikke underminere 
udviklingspolitikken, det er også en del af det. Den anden er Financing for Development 2015, 
så det er lidt nogle processer, men det er nogle meget langsigtede perspektiver, hvor det også er 
okay … hvad vil vi overhovedet med udvikling? Hvilken vej synes vi det skal gå? Hvad er 
vores visioner for det? Så der er jeg inde i sådan en Strengthening Alliances for Enabling 
Environment, som både er med hvordan man opbygger alliancer, men også hvordan sikrer vi, at 
der er et civilsamfund, der bliver hørt … ikke mindst i udviklingslandene. Og den sidste er mere 
intern omkring … at Concord har været i gang med at lave et politisk narrativ, som er denne her 
med at gå fra policy til politics, hvor vi går godt vil henad i verden … og det er en prioritet for i 
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år og til næste år begynder vi så at arbejde for den langsigtede, strategiske plan for 2015-21. 
Concord har en langsigtet strategisk plan, den ligesom ikke prioriterer, hvor den skal lægge sine 
ressourcer … det er mere sådan en overordnet, hvor vi godt vil hen  … en plan over, hvor vil  vi 
godt være om 5 år, men ikke, hvordan kommer vi dertil år for år. Så det her, det er ligesom et 
forsøg på at sige okay, så har vi de her 4 prioriteter … så lægger de ikke fuldstændig op til en 
arbejdsgruppe eller et task force, at der skal man være … f.eks. PCD … vi spreder os ud over 
alle sammen, fordi vi vil være sådan en mainstream ting, der skal igennem det hele … men EP 
Election task forcet ligger klart under den ene … Financing for Development ligger klart under 
en af de andre. Så vi har været igennem en lang proces nu, hvor vi har skulle finde synergier på 
tværs af alle de her arbejdsstrukturer og sige, hvordan flyder min arbejdsgruppes arbejde ind til 
at klare de her fire annual priorities … og det er ikke sikkert, de flyder ind i alle sammen … det 
er lidt specielt for PCD, at vi flyder ind i alle sammen … men til gengæld har vi ikke lead på 
nogen af dem,  fordi der ikke er nogen af dem, der skriger PCD … det er ligesom noget, der 
bliver mainstreamet. Og for første gang nogen sinde, så bliver budgettet lagt efter det … så nu 
er de i gang med budgetforhandlingerne og siger, at de penge, der går til arbejdsgruppernes 
arbejde … ikke lønninger til sekretariatet men primært til arbejdsgrupperne … til at tage ned og 
mødes eller andre ting … til at holde en konference, nogen positionspapirer, man skal have 
printet eller en rapport … alle sådan nogen ting … bliver fastlagt efter de fire annual priorities, 
hvor meget man som arbejdsgruppe bidrager til at løfte dem. Så det er en helt ny måde, som vi 
prøver at tænke på … hvordan skal netværket prioritere og hvordan skal sekretariatet og 
arbejdsgrupperne agere i forhold til det. 
 
I 
Men når du så siger, at I har besluttet de fire prioriteter, hvordan bliver det besluttet? Sidder I på 
en generalforsamling, hvor der bliver inviteret en masse nationale platforme og de 
transnationale netværk eller hvordan? 
 
 
Johansen  
Altså, det har været en lang proces. Vi er sprunget ud i det her politiske narrativ, og det politiske 
narrativ … spørg mig ikke om den proces, fordi den har vi stadig ikke forstået … i hvert fald 
ikke i Concord Danmark, og jeg har heller ikke forstået den som Concord Europe endnu. Men 
… der har været mange e-debatter … og over det så har alle været velkomne til at bidrage i 
nogle fora og tage nogle diskussioner, hvor vi godt ville se vores sektor hen og hvad er det 
vigtige, der kommer til at ske og ud fra det, blev der formet nogle clusters, kan man sige, som 
blev præsenteret til generalforsamling, hvor det så blev besluttet … på generalforsamlingen, 
hvor alle er inviteret … så ja alle nationale platforme … har man én stemme på de nationale 
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platforme, men også alle de internationale netværk har en stemme. Så der blev de diskuteret, de 
forskellige clusters, og så blev der prioriteret … egentlig fem, som nu er blevet merget til fire … 
det er den der Strenghtening Alliances og Enabling Environment er blevet merget til én … 
efterfølgende af the Annual Planning Committee, som er blevet nedsat, som ligesom arbejder 
videre med den. Så det blev besluttet på generalforsamlingen, at det var de fire, man arbejder 
videre med … der er denne her Annual Planning Committee, men så er der også, ikke for hver 
enkelt task force, men for working groups, er der en conveiner … det er en af chairene, hvis der 
er to eller også er det chairen, der mødes … så det skulle jeg faktisk have tegnet på her et eller 
andet sted her .. Co-Fo, som er Conveiners Forum … hvor der mødes chair to gange om året, 
tror jeg … og diskuterer synergier på tværs af arbejdsgrupperne … ligesom sikrer sig, at der er 
en sammenhæng mellem det de laver. Så dem og så denne her Annual Planning Committee, 
som af en eller anden hedder FAC … jeg kan ikke lige gøre rede for det der f … man kan sige at 
Co-FO har et say i det her, sekretariatet har egentlig ikke som sådan, men arbejdsgrupperne er 
også kommet med deres bud på, hvordan synes vi, at vi passer ind i annual priorities, og så 
management team og Board. Så det er ligesom de fire, ikke fordi det er alle arbejdsgrupperne 
her, men det er så ligesom kombinationen af de her, der så bliver enige om til sidst budget. 
 
I 
Og de prioriterer, hvad I laver indenfor Concord? 
 
Johansen 
Ja, men prioriteterne er blevet lagt fast på generalforsamlingen … nu skal vi så … med de fire 
prioriteter, der blev besluttet på generalforsamlingen, nu skal vi så indholdsudfylde dem … sige, 
okay the Europe We Want, betyder det, at når jeg laver et annual seminar i PCD-gruppen, at så 
lægger jeg det back to back med et møde i EP Election task force, og så fokuserer vi på vores 
annual seminar … på hvordan vi søger for, at de nationale platforme, de arbejder med PCD, 
som en del af deres EP Election kampagne. Så det er at tænke aktiviteter og synergier sammen, 
og det er mere det, der bliver gjort her. Nu her mere konkret med de folk, der arbejder i 
arbejdsstrukturerne og dem, der beslutter budget, fordi selvfølgelig er arbejdsgrupper også 
interesserede i, hvor mange penge har vi overhovedet … kan vi mødes næste år osv. … så det 
her er en højpolitisk proces … men selve fastlæggelsen af de fire prioriteter helt overordnet får 
vi på generalforsamlingen. 
 
I 
Hvordan, når I så siger, at I har lavet samme proces i meget mindre skala indenfor Concord 
Danmark, hvordan sikres det så, at de to agendaer følger hinanden, for det bør de vel gøre, når 
de er inden for den samme organisation? 
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Johansen  
Altså det er ikke helt samme organisation, vi har relativt frit råderum, som national platform. Og 
når der bliver sendt noget ud, så kan man, hvis man tænker,  at det passer ikke rigtig i min 
nationale kontekst … der er det irrelevant for mig, at sende det her brev, fordi det har vi allerede 
helt styr på, vi har rigtig tæt samarbejde med UM, men det har de måske ikke i Letland. Så der 
er nogle ting, hvor man lidt vælger og vrager og siger, hvad kan vi bruge her, hvad kan vi ikke 
bruge … hvad giver mening i min nationale kontekst at diskutere her. Men selvfølgelig er de 
overordnede retningslinjer, nogenlunde den samme vej. Når vi planlægger i Concord Danmark,  
når vi laver vores overordnede arbejdsplan, så laver vi en screening hvor vi siger … hvad synes 
vores medlemmer, at vi skal arbejde med næste år? Hvad siger den danske regering, at der 
kommer op? Og hvad kommer der fra EU? … som er EU-Kommissionen, men også Concord 
Europe. Og så putter vi tingene i her, og så er der nogle ting, der overlapper her, og nogen ting, 
der ligger udenfor her … og så kan man sige dem, der ligger herinde, der overlapper alle tre, det 
er et given, at vi arbejder med dem … og dem herude, de er mere til diskussion for 
medlemmerne … hvad for nogle af dem, skal vi fokusere på, fordi vi har et max antal, vi kan 
fokusere på med de tre mennesker, vi har ansat fuldtid ... herinde.  Så man kan sige, det er sikret 
her, at der er et vist overlap … men de ting, vi har jo også nogle ting, som vi traditionelt har 
fokuseret på, som vores medlemmer også synes, at Concord Danmark skal blive ved med at 
fokusere på. PCD er en af de ting … og det er også i Concords overordnede plan, at PCD er et 
af hovedfokusområderne … og Mads har opbygget sådan omkring civilsamfundets rolle især på 
EU-delegationsniveau, som også er en af de hovedting som Concord Europe arbejder med. Så 
på den måde ligger vi meget på linje med de overordnede, men det gør ikke, at vi har de 4 
samme prioriteter nødvendigvis … og det vil vi heller ikke, det er først … ej, vi kunne godt 
have taget det ind … man kan sige, det kom ind som input i vores arbejdsplan … men fordi det 
nærmere var sådan noget the Europe We Want end PCD, der er stadig fokus på processer og 
arbejdsområder herhjemme … og sige, hvad for nogle arbejdsgrupper er det også, som vi flyder 
ind i  Concord Europe. 
 
I 
Så man kan faktisk godt være nogle nationale platforme, der sidder med nogle ret forskellige 
agendaer? 
 
Johansen 
Ja. 
 
I   
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Og forskellige fokuspunkter og så samles inde i Concord Europe? Og så køre debatten derinde? 
 
Johansen 
Ja, f.eks. som jeg sagde omkring CAP’en, der sad Laust i den gruppe og det gjorde den franske 
nationale platform også, der er ikke nødvendigvis enighed … så kan man have lange 
diskussioner og opnå måske et eller andet kompromis om, hvad Concord mener om det her … 
men man kan også ende med at sige, vi kan ikke komme ud som Concord Europe med en 
holdning til det her. Så det kan man sagtens gøre, men der kan også sidde med … altså vi sidder 
jo i …   jeg ved faktisk ikke hvor mange understrukturer, der er hos Concord Europe, men der er 
rigtig mange … og vi sidder i 5-7 af dem … men måske den ene person fra Letland, sidder i to. 
Og det kan jo gøre være, det slet ikke er dem, vi sidder i … man bidrager i Concord Europe, der 
hvor man også har en interesse, og der hvor vi har mandat til i vores arbejdsplan at bidrage. 
 
I 
Så det kommer også an på, hvor store de sekretariater er og hvor mange ressourcer de har, hvor 
meget de kan spille ind? 
 
Johansen  
Helt sikkert. Men ikke kun i sekretariaterne … også deres medlemmer … for det er ikke kun 
sekretariatsmedarbejdere, der sidder der fra de nationale platforme, det er også medlemmer. 
Men man kan sige … en ret stor del af Concords budget går til reversement … man kan søge 
om at få … til når vi holder møder dernede kan man søge om at få penge tilbage for sin rejse … 
at få dækket sine rejseomkostninger. Det gør vi ikke i Concord Danmark. Vi har et budget, som 
vi lægger efter og selvfølgelig kan man ikke rejse uanet, man er nødt til at tænke over det … 
men vi spørger aldrig Concord om at få dækket vores rejseomkostninger, fordi det er sådan lidt 
usagt, at det går til de nationale platforme især i de østeuropæiske lande, de sydeuropæiske 
lande, som knap eksisterer. Som måske har én sekretariatsmedarbejder, hvis de er heldige eller 
også er det en frivillig, der er fra en af de andre organisationer. Så derfor siger vi, at det er penge 
til dem til at bruge til at give dem større mulighed for at komme til Bruxelles og få en følelse af, 
hvor er man i diskussionen af et eller andet emne, som de arbejder med også på national 
platform. Så man kan sige, det er en måde at sikre sig på, at folk har mulighed for at komme og 
mødes. 
 
I  
Altså prøver I at imødekomme de finansielle udfordringer og finansielle ressourceforskelle. 
Men der kan vel også være en forskel i tid, tænker jeg – hvor mange der er ansat? Hvor meget 
frivilligt arbejde, der ligger bag. Hvor meget kendskab, man egentlig har til området. 
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Johansen  
Man kan sige, ja … det prøver vi at gøre … der kører en hel del i membershipafdelingen i 
sekretariatet på Concord. Og de har sådan en hel række af grants, som de forskellige nationale 
platforme  kan søge. Og det er tit derigennem … så søger de … okay, vi vil godt arbejde med 
FEFT, den her det fler-årige budget og PCD. Det er så ikke alle, der får det, men en stor del af 
det, søger så om det … og så fastlægger de lidt deres arbejdsplan for det år i hvert fald, hvis de 
har fået penge til at arbejde med noget specifikt, men så har de penge til at eksistere det år kan 
man sige. Så de grants er løbende for Concord … en stor del af vores penge går til at dele de her 
grants ud, som folk søger.  
 
I 
Så man holder de nationale platforme i live? 
 
Johansen  
I live præcis, ja. Lidt kunstigt åndedræt, kunne man sige. Men hvis der ikke er nogen regering i 
landet, som er interesseret i at have en platform, og de ikke kan få nogle penge derfra, så kan de 
selvfølgelig søge EU-projekter mere bredt … men det er også rigtig svært at få penge og det 
kræver store ressourcer at søge de penge. Så det her er sådan Concords måde at sørge for at 
holde dem kunstigt oppe at køre … og så kan man sige, så er der en hel 
kapacitetsopbygningsdel, som jo også gør f.eks. i PCD-arbejdsgruppen, der har vi et team af 
PCD-trænere … så hvis nogen fra … nu fik jeg en mail den anden dag fra Rumænien, om at de 
ville godt have fokus på PCD og have en PCD-træning … og så kan de så søge om at få en 
PCD-træner ned … som regel skal de selv have penge til det … men  det har de så … hvis de 
søger om PCD-træning, har de som regel fået et grant fra Concord, hvor PCD er et af deres 
fokus, hvor de har nogle penge til bl.a. også en træning. Og så søger de så PCD-træner … okay, 
de her dage ville være mulig træning, og så sender jeg ud til mit team af PCD-trænere og siger, 
hvem har mulighed for at tage til Rumænien og  en træning omkring PCD. Så det er jo også en 
måde at opbygge viden i de her institutioner. Men det er begrænset, hvad Concord kan gøre for 
at sikre, at der er mange medarbejdere, så der vil altid være en forskel … vi kan prøve at holde 
live i en platform for at sikre sig, at der i det mindste er én … men Concord kan ikke sprede alle 
sine penge ud til landene. Vi får jo også, her i Concord Danmark, er langt vores største del fra 
UM, så får vi noget fra medlemmer og vi får ikke noget fra Concord Europe. Så vi er jo i live, 
fordi UM synes, at vi er en strategisk samarbejdspartner, der giver mening ... 
 
I  
Hvem er UM? 
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Johansen  
Udenrigsministeriet. 
 
I  
Så har jeg lige et opklarende spørgsmål, fordi I skriver på jeres hjemmeside for Concord 
Europe, at I er et netværk for netværk og at det kræves, at man skal have 5 organisationer fra 5 
lande for at blive medlem. Altså det må så være ud over de nationale platforme? Vi undrede os 
lidt. 
 
Johansen  
5 organisationer fra 5 lande. Det må være de internationale netværk. 
 
I  
Som man så sætter et eller andet krav for...  
 
Johansen  
Ja, det er ikke nationale platforme … hvad det vil sige at være et internationalt netværk for at 
kunne være medlem. Det er ikke nok at sige, at vi er et international netværk, fordi vi har et 
kontor i Bruxelles og et i … 
 
I  
Sverige 
 
Johansen 
Ja. Så skal man være i 5 forskellige lande for at kunne figurere som internationalt netværk … 
må det være … for de nationale platforme skal ikke nødvendigvis … de skal have nogle 
medlemmer, og det kan godt være de skal have 5, men de skal ikke have dem fra forskellige 
lande.  
 
I   
Nej. Godt, så fik vi opklaret det. Ja, nu har vi jo snakket lidt om relationen mellem Concord 
Europe og Concord Danmark. Men hvad er det lige præcis … både hvordan bidrager Concord 
Danmark til Concord Europe, og det er igennem arbejdsgrupper hovedsageligt … 
 
Johansen 
Og mig for tiden. 
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I  
Og dig – udlånt.  
 
Johansen  
Ja, mig udlånt, og det er en stor del af vores arbejdskraft, vi sender ud for tiden. Vi har Njeri, 
som dækker ind … men … det er også at trække en ind, som ikke nødvendigvis … hun dækker 
ikke de samme ting som jeg gjorde, fordi det tager jo noget tid at komme ind i stoffet og komme 
ind i nogle … altså selvfølgelig de ti måneder, kører man på en anden kapacitet. 
 
I  
Herinde? 
 
Johansen  
Ja, herinde. Men det er så også et enestående eksempel indtil videre. Første eksempel på det i 
hvert fald. Så ja, vi bidrager i arbejdsgrupperne. 
 
I 
Ja, og så bidrager med nogle medlemmer, så der er mere repræsentativitet bagved. Hvordan 
bidrager Concord Europe så til Concord Danmark? 
 
Johansen 
Men det er også igennem arbejdsgrupper. Altså det er jo… Concorc Europe er jo muligheden 
for, at du samles i et forum med folk, der ved allermest om det her i hele Europa, … Og ved 
allermest omkring hvad sker der i Bruxelles. Du kan komme og sige i Danmark, for eksempel, 
fiskeri området i Danmark, der har vi arbejdet meget for at få en dansk handlingsplan og nu er 
den ved at være klar, og vi er lidt i tvivl om, nu skal vi lave et høringsindput, vi er lidt i tvivl om 
hvad, eller vi er ikke i tvivl om det i Danmark, fordi vi driver PCD i Concord Europe generelt, 
men det kunne være et land– vi er lidt i tvivl om, Litauen – fantastisk – de har så formandskabet 
nu, og de har så valgt PCD som et tema. Og det er meget sjældent at et nyt medlemsland, som 
har et formandskabet for første gang  - det er så den nationale platform, der har valgt det, 
Concord Platform, som regel tager det Aid-Watch eller noget traditionelt udvikling. Så rent 
faktisk at vælge PCD som er sådan lidt mere, okay alt det andet, er sådan lidt wow okay modigt, 
og fedt i går det. Så det kræver selvfølgeligt, at vi som PCD gruppe støtter meget op om 
formandskabet der af, hvor de vil så lave et Manifesto for deres formandskab, som skulle handle 
om PCD, som de så sender til PCD gruppen og så kigger vi det igen og hvor vi tænker, okay vi 
skriver lige nogle ting lidt om, for altså konceptet er ikke forkert forstået, men hvad det rent 
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faktisk er vi spørger om, I kan ikke vide at jeg vil have separate rådskonklusioner på PCD fordi 
at for to år siden havde vi svært ved at et Staff Working Document, og der er alle mulige ting 
som man ikke ved med mindre man sidder fuldstændigt og arbejder med det her område, og det 
er der ikke så mange der gør. Så det der med, så Litauen kan så bruge Concord Europe til at 
komme og sige, til at sikre sig, at de ting de siger er rigtigt giver mening… På den anden side så 
er de så også, de spurgte om nogle, der så kunne komme til Litauen når de havde præsenteret 
deres Manifesto, til at deltage i en diskussion og præsentere hvad PCD var. Og nu her lancere 
de, i næste uge lancere de Spotlight rapporten og har en diskussion om det, og har også en 
træning på PCD. Så det, og alt her har de jo søgt, altså søgt PCD gruppen om, eller Concord 
Europe, men PCD gruppen særligt her specifikt om at få de ressourcer herfra, ikke.  Altså de 
siger: Vi kan betale for det, men vi bliver nødt til at have den viden bliver I nødt til at komme 
hertil og stå og stampe oven på vores, fordi at vi kan godt prøve at gøre det, men vi betragter os 
ikke helt som eksperter på PCD, hvilket de har ret i, for det er vi ikke helt, men vores UM i 
Litauen har brug for, at der kommer nogle eksperter hertil, nogle de betragter som eksperter til 
at sige: det er sådan her det er, og. Jeg var der fordi der ikke var nogle medlemmer der kunne, 
for ellers skulle de have været der… men også lidt med Concord Danmark, fordi vi også havde 
rådskonklusioner på den samme, eller på lignede rapport under det danske formandskab, så vi 
kunne meget sige under dansk formandskab så gjorde vi sådan her. Altså tit så er der også brug 
for nogle som har erfaringen fra nationalt niveau, når du er på nationalt niveau. Altså en eller 
anden form for peer… udveksling af erfaringer, ikke. Sige det var sådan her det både foregår i 
forbindelse, altså når vi snakker strategi med platformen, altså under det danske formandskab 
var det meget vigtigt med, hvem skrev egentligt rådskonklusionerne, var det dem, der var i 
Danmark eller var det dem, der var i  kommissionen, altså finde ud af præcis hvem var det, der 
skriver det. Og det der med, det er ikke nødvendigvis hvis du er placeret i som, så har du ikke 
nødvendigvis en forståelse for, hvordan er det at være en national platform og sidde og arbejde 
under et formandskab med sådan nogle ting her for eksempel. Men det har du, hvis du har 
prøvet det selv, været national platform i fuldstændigt lignende situation. Så det der med at 
kunne give den sparring til den anden platform, og kunne komme og være en slags ekspert, mig 
eller en anden, til deres ministerium og sige, jamen ved i hvad, det var super  givtigt at …  under 
det danske formandskab, der betragtede de faktisk os som en strategisk partner, vi fandt ud af, at 
der her var noget vi gerne ville skubbe sammen, og så havde vi et tæt samarbejde, tæt dialog om 
at skubbe noget frem, og det der med at give dem nogle ideer til, hvordan de kan arbejde 
sammen med civil samfundet i andre lande, det ikke nødvendigt (mumbling 49.12) men det 
nødvendigt vi kan gøre sammen.  Så det der med, at kunne komme på den måde både og kunne 
støtte den nationale platform, men også at drive deres, være med til at drive deres agenda 
fremad  på nationalt niveau… Er helt sikkert også noget som mange nationale platforme trækker 
ud af Concord Europe. Under den danske formandskab, hvor jeg arbejdede med den her 
GS-B, ISG! ! ROSKILDE UNIVERSITY!
  FALL 2013 
! 240 
flerårige finansielle ramme, der havde jeg også folk fra Bruxelles op, for at sige at, altså jeg sad 
og arbejdede med dem, jeg deltog også i møderne dernede, jeg kunne sagtens sige tingene, men 
altså det der med, at nu kommer der altså nogle fra Bruxelles der mener det, ikke, så kunne, så 
fik vi også finansministeriet med, så fik vi også og sådan noget, ikke . Bare udenrigsministeriet 
som vi plejede at mødes med, så kunne vi ligesom samle større gruppe , nu kunne vi præsentere 
hvad hele Concorc Europe mente, altså det giver vægt bag ordene også på nationalt niveau. Så 
derfor kan man, trækker man både noget ud, men selvfølgeligt også uddrage den anden vej. 
 
I 
Men det ligge faktisk meget i relation til mit næste spørgsmål, fordi det var netop denne her, 
hvordan i benytter de forskellige levels I sådan set har, både i forhold til I har Concord Europe i 
Bruxelles, men også de nationale, og jeg tænker egentligt også medlemsorganisationerne til de 
nationale platforme, der jo sidder helt nede på lokalt niveau. Altså hvordan I benytter det, i jeres 
arbejde, i processen? 
 
Johansen 
… Som Concord Europe? 
 
I 
Ja 
 
Johansen 
… Man kan sige, mandatet går jo meget opad, selvfølgelig, altså det er jo meget sådan at 
medlemmerne her beslutter, hvad skal Concord Danmark lave. Vi har på samme måde en række 
taskforces som de sidder og arbejder i, og det føder så til noget arbejde, som fører ind i Concord 
Europe, men selvfølgelig også for taget for Concord Europe, og så kan man sige, hvem er det så 
lige, der går, det kan være titelmøder i Concord Europe, det kan være medlemmerne, det kan 
være sekretariats medlemmerne, men den person samler ligesom alt det som der bliver lavet der, 
og så fører det ind i Concord Europe og man får så viden både til møder med også i form af 
mails og andet, som man fører ud til resten af gruppen.  Så det er jo ligesom en form for 
vidensdeling… Hovedsagligt nedad, men jo også opad i forhold til at man, altså mandatet går 
nok snarer opad, og vidensdeling går måske snarer nedad… Men, man kan sige, når vi… Så 
skal man lave rådskonklusioner, der skal være rådskonklusion på PCD, vi sidder og analyserer 
på PCD rapporten, og så har vi brug for, at alle EU's medlemslande er klar over, at de diskuterer 
det her, og hvad vi synes om det. Så sender vi det ud til alle de nationale platforme, siger: Nu er 
det tid til, nu skal vi lave rådskonklusion på PCD, det er helt vildt vigtigt, at de her fem ting er 
med i rådskonklusionerne, så please kontakt jeres nationale embedsfolk, og kontakt jeres 
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relevante… permanente repræsentanter  i Bruxelles og vær sikre på, at de får det på papir i det 
mindste, og hvis I har viden nok til det, skriver man ikke, men man kan sige, har kendskab til ... 
så bed ham også gerne have ham med på mødet, for at være sikker på at det kommer ind. Hvis 
du, en national platform som ikke ved noget om PCD, vil ikke bede om et møde, fordi de ville 
være sådan lidt, jamen hvad skal jeg lige sige der, altså men i det mindste send det ud, så vi får 
spredt vores budskaber, ikke. Så det bruger vi den vej ud, og det kan jeg sådan set, det er jo ikke 
kun, det er jo ikke kun sekretariats medlemmer, det kan også være medlemmer af Concord 
Danmark som sidder i PCD arbejdsgruppen, som så er med til, eller som koordinerer så i PCD 
taskforcet herhjemme, okay, der kommer det her brev, det her giver god mening her. Men altså 
det kommer jo som regel på engelsk, vi skal have oversat det til dansk, vi skal måske lige tage 
nogle af tingene ud, fordi de giver ikke rigtigt mening i dansk kontekst, og putte lidt andre ind, 
men man bruger hinandens templates, skabelon-ting, som vi skriver det dansk og gør det til, og 
bliver enige om i PCD taskforcet, at det sender vi ud. Så på den måde, så har man jo alle ledene 
med, kan man sige… 
 
I 
Ja, man presserer EU for forskellige vinkler, altså det leder meget frem til, hvad vi ellers har, for 
vi vil også gerne ind i jeres relation til EU, og hvordan I arbejder med at pressere EU på 
forskellige områder 
 
Johansen 
… man kan jo sige, der er de tre enheder, kommissionen, parlamentet og medlemslandene på 
området… Kommissionen arbejder vi en del med, sådan hvis vi ved de skal til at komme med et 
forslag, altså de har jo initiativet og derefter forsvinder de jo lidt i forhandlingerne, men de er 
selvfølgeligt stadig relevante, men hvis de skal til at komme med et forslag, eller hvis de skal 
implementere. Så der holder vi, jeg har ofte kaffemøder med hende, der sidder i kommissionen 
med PCD, for eksempel. … og der kan man sige, det er lidt ligesom at mødes med dem i UM, 
der sidder med EU og udvikling. Vi er relativt enige om, hvor vi godt vil hen. Så det er mere 
sådan uformel informationsudveksling, hvad laver I, hvad er de udfordringer I står overfor, og 
selvfølgeligt er det også en, nå men når I nu skal lave et nyt arbejdsprogram, så håber vi da 
selvfølgeligt at de her ting er med. Altså det er jo på den måde, er det jo også en lobby måde, 
men det er uformeldt og vi er jo på samme bane. Det er jo noget andet noget, hvis jeg mødes 
med en fra … kommissionen dernede, som sidder med trade, og som vi måske er meget uenige 
om, hvor vi skal hen ad. Der er vi ikke helt så meget venner, som med de folk som mener det 
samme som os. Så der er det lidt mere formelt, og nu har vi jo en diskussion omkring de her 
ting. Der kan godt blive lidt skænderier, hvis jeg mødes med én, men hvis vi mødes i større 
forsamlinger og skal snakke om nogle ting, og der er så uenighed.  Så kommissionen mødes 
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man med, når man ligesom ved at de skal til at komme med et eller andet og prøve sådan at 
høre, selvfølgeligt alt efter om de er venner eller knap så meget venner, og prøve at påvirke dem 
med nogle, prøve at høre, hvad kan vi gøre for at drive det her fremad… Omvendt så skal 
kommissionen jo også nogle gange implementere ting, for eksempel så i de rådskommissioner i 
PCD som blev vedtaget under det danske formandskab, der står der, at EU delegationerne skal 
have dialog omkring politik koheræns, så det er udenrigstjenesten som sidder og skal 
implementere de her, og der har vi jo presset på i halvandet år før, at de sender et brev til 
udenrigstjenesten om, at det her nu er en del af deres forpligtelser. Et informerende brev, ikke 
engang sådan et ”hvad laver I?”. Egentligt ikke en PCD undersøgelse, men et informerende brev 
om, hov, for resten, medlemslandene vedtog  for halvandet år siden, at I skulle arbejde med det 
her, så det er klart, der har vi presset på, for at kommissionen rent faktisk implementerer det, der 
er blevet besluttet. Så der er både den der forberedende, inden der kommer et eller andet på 
bordet, og efterfølgende med implementeringen, der så ligger hos kommissionen eller 
udenrigstjenesten. Så skubber vi på der. … Men ud over det, så kommer der jo forslag, og så er 
det jo som regel, eller det er altid rådet, og så er det som regel også parlamentet. Jeg ved ikke, 
der er nogle lovgivningsprocesser de ikke er helt inden i, men … mange af de ting. Og der er vi 
jo i en fuldstændig unik situation, i og med, at hvis de får …  
 
(tekniske problemer, 55:45 – 57:00).  
 
I 
Nå, men du var nået til parlamentet og rådet 
 
Johansen 
Ja, parlamentet har jo fået større og større beslutningskraft i mange lovgivningsprocesser, og 
man kan sige i takt med at de har fået det, så har vi jo også fået en større og større rolle som 
civil samfund, fordi der er jo mange gange når de når til at skulle beslutte nogle ting, så må de 
faktisk ikke snakke sammen. Altså de fastlægger deres mandater sådan relativt, nu fastlægger vi 
vores position af rådet, nu fastlægger vi vores position i parlamentet og så snakker vi ikke 
sammen, de her to institutioner, og så de folk som sidder som ledere af forhandlingerne, de 
begynder så efterhånden når der er fastlagt mandat, at mødes i de her trial og forhandlinger … 
uformelle forhandlinger efterfølgende. Men der er faktisk en lang proces, hvor der må de 
nærmest ikke rigtigt tale med hinanden. Men vi prøver at tale med begge partner, og kan lidt gå 
imellem de forskellige parter og sige, okay selvfølgeligt det her det mener vi, men vi kan jo 
også huske parlamentet på, at hvis der er noget I gerne vil have spredt ud til medlemslandene, så 
har vi faktisk muligheden for det ved at gå igennem vores netværk i alle nationale … alle 
nationale lande. Så, og sige til rådet ligesådan, hvis vi samarbejder med Danmark, så er det 
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sådan lidt, okay vi er enige om at det her det er super vigtigt, det skal vi nok sørge for at presse 
ud i de nationale platforme så alle medlemslandene bliver presset, også af deres eget civil 
samfund på det her, så det ikke bare er jer, der sidder nede i den her arbejdsgruppe og siger det 
her kunne være vigtigt. Så på den måde så kan vi mobilisere civil samfundet rundt omkring, kan 
man sige, i alle landene til at presse på, på noget, på deres nationale regeringer. Så vi kan 
ligesom være bindeleddet i den her proces, hvor de ikke må snakke med hinanden, kan vi gå ind 
og sige, jamen, at vi kan hjælpe med nogle ting, selvfølgeligt hvis vi er uenige, men vi kan jo 
også gå ind og sige; det er meget vigtigt at det her sker og spreder det budskab til vores 
nationale platforme. Vi kan jo ikke garantere, at der er en national platform, der tager det op, 
men det sker, og det gør de som regel, det ligger i deres arbejdsplan, hvis de har sådan en og har 
kapaciteten og viden til det, så det er som regel, hvis man arbejder med området, tager man det 
op, og eller så tænker man, jeg ved sgu ikke lige hvad vores holdning er til det her, jeg kan da 
godt sende brevet, men det er så også det, ikke. Vi kan jo ikke garantere at det sker på alle, men 
vi kan ligesom prøve at få det til at ske og det sker også som regel med en stor del af landene. 
Så på den måde så kan vi ligesom være en partner, og have det der rum til at spille ret strategisk 
i. Hvornår siger du hvad til parlamentet, hvornår siger du hvad til kommissionen, nå men jeg 
hører at parlamentet de alle sammen er for land for land rapportering i det her direktiv, sådan 
noget, og Danmark er stadig i mod, hvad sker der for det, ikke. Og altså, så vi kan bruge det, at 
de ikke rigtig må tale sammen, og at de begge to er beslutnings … kompetencer. Det rum kan vi 
bruge til at få vores holdninger placeret så vidt muligt, og støt op om de ting vi synes er 
relevante og bekæmpe, hvis vi synes, at der sker noget rigtigt slemt i forhandlingerne. 
 
I 
Så jeres største styrke er sådan set, at I sidder og kan sige at I er repræsentant for civil 
samfundet og kan mobilisere civil samfundet. Det er ligesom det I kommer med i 
forhandlingssituationerne.  
 
Johansen 
Ja, meget. Og det er der de der nationale platforme bliver helt afgørende, så det er derfor jeg tror 
at Klonk (grin, utydelig tale). Det er sikkert fransk en eller anden, Confederation de et eller 
andet, så det er sikkert et eller andet fransk, der ikke giver mening for nogen. Eller ikke Klonk 
som sådan, men forkortelsen. Så ja, helt sikkert at kunne mobilisere civil samfundet, men også 
det, at de ikke må tale sammen, giver os det rum til at kunne sige, jeg har hørt i parlamentet at, 
været sådan lidt, og gå tilbage og sige, nå men i rådet, der er der 20 lande imod det her, kan det 
passe, ikke. Og der kan man selvfølgeligt også spille på de nationale parlamentarikere, som i 
øvrigt bliver valgt ind til at skulle have en politisk holdning, men som også har en eller anden 
mærkelig følelse til et national land, så derfor, hvis jeg kommer som dansker og siger; Danmark 
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mener det her over i de her forhandlinger, hvordan kan det passe? kan jeg komme og sige til de 
danske MP’s, og så rækker de også hjem til deres bagland for at prøve at høre, hvordan kan det 
passe, at regeringen mener det her, når vi sidder med et eller andet hernede i parlamentet, der er 
lidt anderledes, så hvorfor er regeringen ikke for sort-listning af skattely, når vi i Europa 
parlamentet og social demokraterne har sagt vi er der, og sådan, altså så kan de jo også prøve at 
række tilbage og se om de kan rode lidt op i andedammen herhjemme, ikke også. Så det er 
forskellige, men det bliver ofte nationale indgangsvinkler, selvfølgeligt kan jeg også have et 
møde med én, der ikke er dansker, men det er måske lidt mere begrænset med hvor meget jeg 
kan få dem til at gå hjem til deres land og sige. Hvorfor er de ikke på linje med den franske. 
Selvfølgeligt kan jeg gøre det, men der er bare et eller andet, som jeg synes er forfærdeligt, for 
jeg synes egentligt at folk, der er valgt dernede, de skulle egentligt ikke have nogle nationale 
interesser, men det har de nu engang. Så det kan man også spille på, ikke. Sin nationalitet, og 
det gør jo også, at når vi mødes med folk i Europa Parlamentet, så prøver vi jo som regel også at 
gå igennem national kontakt, ikke. Jeg er ansvarlig for de nationale MP’s og de nationale 
permanente repræsentant inden for det område, det nu engang er, for at få fat i den person, og 
sådan noget, og ligesådan er andre folk, fra deres nationale lande. Så det er jo ikke sådan, at hvis 
der sidder en hovedperson, der er en hovedforhandler for en hel, så er det selvfølgeligt, folk, der 
ikke kun er fra det land, som går til dem i parlamentet, og siger; det her, det er vores holdning. 
Man prøver altid, at have en eller anden national kontakt med til det. Ellers så bliver det der 
med, at prøve at se om der er nogle der har et mere uformelt forhold, for det er også mere 
uformeldt, hvis jeg mødes med en dansk Europa parlamentariker, end hvis jeg mødes med en, 
der ikke er dansk.  
 
I 
I hvor høj grad, hvilke af vejene synes du er nemmest at komme til? Hvor åbner EU selv? Altså 
nu har vi været i kontakt med nogle andre, der siger, at kommissionen for eksempel har, altså 
faktisk går meget til civil samfundet, altså når de er i gang med at starte nogle initiativer på 
forskellige måder, og prøver at forhøre sig, hvordan tingene hænger sammen ude i civil 
samfundet. Synes du, oplever du også, at EU åbner selv for den der kontakt, eller er det jer, der 
presser på? 
 
Johansen 
Altså, det kommer jo an på meget, hvad for en del af EU systemet, Parlamentet er meget åbent 
som det er nu. En af vores store … en af de ting, vi frygter rigtigt meget, det er det nye 
parlament, at det nye parlament bliver meget lukket, bliver meget højreorienteret, at det bliver 
meget, altså sådan radikal den ene eller den anden vej, fordi det er vores største alliance partner 
som det er nu, det er der ingen tvivl om. Så hvordan det nye parlament kommer til at være, har 
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stor betydning for os. Men de er relativt åbne nu. Kommissionen, kan man sige, inden for 
udviklingsområdet, der har de jo lavet de her, faktisk en opfølgning på den her proces, jeg lige 
sagde tidligere, om at der er den her trialoc proces, som … var en af de få ting, der nogensinde 
er nedlagt af Concord, blevet opfyldt af Kommissionen med et policy forum, i et policy forum, 
så nu kommissionens policy forum, hvor de mødes to tre gange, to gange om året tror jeg, med 
civil samfundet og debattere nogle ting, og det er meget sådan, nu snakker vi formelt med civil 
samfundet, så mødes vi, det er der faktisk i  to uger, og så er der et x antal temaer på, og så 
diskuterer man det, men det er meget information fra kommissionen til civil samfundet, og 
måske ikke så meget sådan respons den anden vej tilbage. Jeg tror på Concord er det ikke noget 
problem, at blive hørt af kommissionen. De går til os for at høre, og så kan man sige, så er det 
virkeligt, så ligger der endnu større pres på Concord for rent faktisk at repræsentere, og nogle 
gange er det jo også et problem at have kanaliseret alle civil samfundets stemme ind til én aktør, 
altså og så er det bare sådan, nå men vi har hørt Concord så har vi hørt, det er bare sådan lidt, 
måske ikke, det kunne godt være, at civil samfundet var noget mere mangfoldigt, noget mere 
levende, noget ikke én institution som man kunne gå til lige der, og så hører man alt hvad civil 
samfundet havde at sige. Så det synes jeg hurtigt kan blive et problem, det er ikke et problem 
for Concord at blive hørt, men jeg tror faktisk, at problemet for mange andre civilsamfunds 
aktører at blive hørt. Altså som måske kunne have en forskellige holdning på et eller andet, eller 
måske ikke er så formaliserede, at det er en fuldstændig organisation, som er medlem, som er en 
del af fem, et netværk med fem forskellige lande, altså der er meget civil samfund, som 
underslipper det her system, det er der fuldstændigt, og spørgsmålet er, jamen skal det ikke også 
gøre det, men har kommissionen ikke også pligt til ikke kun at gå til én aktør når de skal høre 
ting, ikke. Det synes jeg godt kan tendere til at blive et problem. Altså Concord har fået sig 
etableret som den aktør, fint, men altså der er jo også andre … 
 
I 
Altså det er mit næste spørgsmål, fordi en ting er jo også, det er nærmest to spørgsmål i et, men 
hvordan står i, nu siger I, altså nu siger du I er en stærk aktør på udviklingsområdet, hvilke 
andre aktører er der for eksempel der? Og når du siger I er stærke på dét område, hvordan er det 
så generelt i lobby arbejdet i Bruxelles, fordi der sidder jo rigtigt rigtigt mange dernede, altså 
har I noget at sige mellem alle de andre lobbyister, der også er på området, der også har med 
skat at gøre, med handel at gøre (utydelig tale) 
 
Johansen 
Men det er netop pointen, altså pointen med PCD. Der spreder vi os til rigtigt meget, altså så 
snart vi kommer til udvikling så er vi jo egentligt rimeligt home safe. Hvis det er bistand eller et 
eller andet vi diskuterer, så er der ikke så mange andre, Eurodat, der er nogle andre netværk og 
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nogle andre aktører, altså men som også bliver hørt i de ting  … Men det er to ting, fordi den 
anden pointe bliver jeg nødt til at have med, fordi, altså dem vi jo i virkeligheden taler på vegne 
af, det er jo ikke vores medlemmer her. Altså dem vi i virkeligheden taler på vegne af, det er 
fattige mennesker i udviklingslandene. Så der er jo hele det der link til, det er fint, vi 
repræsenterer nogle nationale platforme som har nogle medlemmer, men de har jo også 
politiske lobbyister ansatte eller fortaler virksomheder som vi ynder at kalde det inden for denne 
her branche, som taler på vegne af folk. Udviklingslandene og deres medlemsorganisationer der, 
så det er jo så mange med, og altså man sikre sig, at man rent faktisk , altså når jeg sidder og 
snakker om et eller andet, den jeg rent faktisk repræsentere, det er jo ikke Concord Europe eller 
Concord Danmark eller en af vores medlemmer det er jo faktisk helt nede i allersidste led er det, 
at når jeg taler om skat, så gør jeg det jo fordi, at vi kan se i nogle udviklingslande, at det er 
fuldstændigt håbløst det, der foregår, og taler på vegne af de folk, som ikke har mulighed for 
selv at rejse deres stemme i Bruxelles, så ledet er jo så langt, så det gør jo også at man risikere at 
miste noget legitimitet i et eller andet led i processen, men man bliver jo nødt til at fokusere 
meget på, at man har den legitimitet hele vejen, om der er det her link fra local to global level i 
advocacy som man snakker meget om, som mange organisationer arbejder på at gøre så stærk 
som muligt. Så det var bare lige for at sige, at jeg synes faktisk at det går helt der tilbage. I 
forhold til det med, ja på udviklingsområdet er vi helt sikkert en aktør, men der møder vi ikke 
så, den modstand vi møder der er måske i virkeligheden mest medlemslandene, altså fordi hvis 
vi diskutere hvor meget bistand, så det landene der giver det. Det er måske i virkeligheden ofte 
der vi møder modstand, blandt andre end lobbyister, men det er så landene lige på det område. 
Så er der selvfølgeligt nogle som, hvorfor beskæftige sig med det globale når vi har problemer i 
Europa også, den dikotomi er der også, hvor vi prøver at sige; nå men hvis vi snakker om 
skatteunddragelse, hvis vi ændre på EU systemet, så ville det være internationale, globale regler, 
som ville gøre det både godt for Danmark og for udviklingslandene. Globale problemer kræver 
globale løsninger, og det ville løse problemet begge steder, så det er sådan at arbejde for det 
begge steder. Så den kan man også sådan lidt. Men så snart man med PCD mandatet bevæger 
sig ud og arbejder med skat og handel og alle mulige ting, jamen der møder vi jo, altså det var 
også derfor at jeg sagde, at både i kommissionen møder jo så folk, som ikke nødvendigvis, og 
de sidder jo ikke der med blik for udvikling. Altså det er fair nok, det er ikke deres job, men det 
er mit job at gøre dem opmærksom på, eller faktisk EU har som en del af Lissabon traktater, at 
de faktisk skal gøre de her folk opmærksomme på, at når de sidder og forhandler noget med 
handel, så kan det have en negativ effekt for udviklingslandene. Der møder vi jo i højere grad de 
andre lobbyister, ikke. Altså især inden for skatteområdet, men også inden for landbrug. 
Landbrug og handel er nok de områder, hvor vi i allerhøjeste grad har mødt andre lobbyister, og 
netværk, altså nogle der er meget stærkere og mange flere end os, det er der jo ikke nogen tvivl 
om. Jeg vil sige lige på skatteområdet var vi sindssygt heldige, at vi kom i gang før dem, og fik 
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nogle ting igennem og fik kommissionen til at tage nogle tiltag før det faktisk gik op for de store 
udvindingsvirksomheder, hvad det var, der var ved at ske. Altså vi tog dem fuldstændigt på 
sengen, og det var vores held, altså. For havde de været i kampen fra starten af, så havde vi tabt. 
Men der nåede vi faktisk at få nogle ting igennem, fordi de ikke var helt opmærksomme. Så 
selvfølgeligt kan den slags ting lade sig gøre, men det er svært, ikke. Altså der er vi jo klart en 
under-dog, og ikke mindst at komme ind og sige til nogen, som vi jo godt ved, at hvis de 
kommer, en virksomhed kommer (mumbling) som arbejder med skat, så har de så klart et 
mandat til at arbejde med skat. Hvis vi kommer og gør det, så skal vi altså lige forklare, hvorfor 
at en udviklingsorganisation kommer og mener noget om skat. Altså vi skal lige lave alle 
linkene tilbage til, og sige, jamen det står faktisk et sted i Lissabon traktaten, at vi godt må det 
her, som gør at vi mener det her, som gør, at vi bliver nødt til at gøre dig opmærksom på, at når 
du sidder og tager beslutninger omkring det her, så har det faktisk en negativ effekt på 
udviklingslandene, og det bør det ikke have. Altså vi skal forklare os selv, og det er jo det 
samme, når man arbejder med det herhjemme, altså hvor jeg ikke har rendt rundt i finanstilsynet 
og erhvervs- og selskabsstyrelsens afdelinger, som sidder sådan lidt, okay, her er noget med 
udvikling at gøre. Altså det er jo en kamp for os i sig selv og skulle få etableret dagsordenen, at 
det har noget med udvikling at gøre, det de sidder med, og give folk den viden. Og vi mener så 
der skal være nogle mekanismer både i EU og herhjemme som gør, at folk får den viden 
optimalt, det skal være med til at beslutningstagere får den viden, og det er det med den her 
PCD handlingsplan vi laver med det. Og det det også kommer til at handle om når vi lancere 
spotlight rapporten i morgen, og sådan noget, det er hele den her med, den her viden skal bæres 
præg på blandt beslutningstagernes mekanismer. Det skal ikke være os, der skal gå rundt og få 
lov til at spørge, og må vi please godt skrive et høringssvar, når I skal diskutere EU’s 
regnskabsstandarder, og vi kan jo egentligt godt forstå at de som sådan ikke tænker, hvad hulen 
har det med udvikling og gøre, men det har super meget med udvikling at gøre, men vi har ikke 
nødvendigvis lov til at, vi skal have lov til at skrive et høringssvar, vi skal have lov til at, altså 
de mekanismer er ikke på plads, hvor vi optimalt, får tilsendt en mail om, nu ryger det her i 
direktiv høring, har I nogen holdning, har I nogle udviklingspolitiske holdninger til det. Altså de 
mekanismer er ikke på plads herhjemme, eller på EU-niveau. 
 
I 
Det kæmper I stadigt for? 
 
Johansen 
Det kæmper vi stadigt for, ja. Begge steder. Så man kan sige, det er også der, hvor det bliver 
sjovt, ikke. Det er jo når der er lidt, også lidt udfordring i det, ikke. Altså du skal overtale nogle 
folk lidt mere end at du skal sidde og snakke til de folk, der er over på bistand, det er måske en 
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god ide, ikke. Altså jeg synes udvikling er meget bredere end bistand, men der er mange, der 
bare tager det ned til det, ikke. Så bliver det sådan lidt, okay.  
 
I 
Lækre svar du giver. Altså nu vil vi gerne lige køre den over til noget helt andet, for det vi 
faktisk undersøger er jo hvordan en lille bitte organisation, vi har været i kontakt med Levende 
Hav, som er en del af jeres under ... 
 
Johansen 
Han er så dejlig. 
 
I 
Vi har faktisk snakket med Erik, fordi Erik har overtaget noget af EU, jeg tror Knud gik lidt 
kold i det, der skete med Eritrea, så. Men dem har vi snakket med og prøvet at forhøre os om, 
hvordan de ligesom prøver at nå op til EU. Og bare for at høre fra din side af, hvordan du 
tænker at en så lille organisation har mulighed for at få adgang til at få sin mening hørt? 
 
I 
Både som selvstændig og som en del af Concord. 
 
Johansen  
Altså man kan sige, at kreativt selvstændigt fik Levende Hav jo EU midler, hvilket er ret svært i 
sig selv, at få. Der ved jeg faktisk ikke engang, om vores EU rådgivningsservice, 
rådgivningsservice for EU finansiering, som vi har, var inden over det. Det må jeg indrømme, at 
det var før min tid, i hvert fald hvis de var det. Men det var relativt selvstændigt nok med hjælp 
fra CISUS, som sidder med mange af de små organisationer og bistand. Endnu et netværk i 
Danmark, for resten. Så det fik de jo så, men fik så de her problemer med ikke at kunne bruge 
midlerne i Eritrea, ikke mindst fordi regeringerne dernede ville smide alle udenlandske NGO’er 
ud, hvilket var lidt et problem, de jo selv havde åbnet for, at EU havde et call for proposal for 
penge til at lave noget, altså de havde selv åbnet for som regering, og så kommer der jo nogle 
udenlandske NGO’er som får pengene, og så siger de; ej, i må ikke være her. Så det var et 
problem, men problemet var jo lidt svært at finde ud af, hvori det bundede i, og Knud som sad 
med det, på det her tidspunkt, havde jo meget sådan kontakt til den del af regeringen dernede, 
som sad meget med fiskeri, fordi det var hans indgangsvinkel til, og det var bare sådan måske 
kunne det bredes lidt ud, altså der kan man sige, der prøvede vi at gå til EU gennem EU 
delegationerne, mere end igennem Bruxelles og sige, jamen EU har jo faktisk delegationer i alle 
lande, og når det er EU midler det drejer sig om, de selv har bevilliget , så må vi jo spørge EU 
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delegationen, hvordan synes de, at vi skal forholde os til det her med, at vi ikke må bruge 
pengene i det her land, og kunne de eventuelt snakke med regeringen i det land om, at I har selv 
været med til at åbne for at vi må bevillige det her land, så selvfølgeligt skal vi det. Så der er 
prøvet meget at gå til EU delegationen dernede selvfølgeligt  med levende havs ekspertise inden 
for området, med vores ekspertise om hvad EU delegationen egentligt har af forpligtelser, som 
Levende Hav er godt klar over, som jeg tror de færreste medlemmer var klar over. For det er lidt 
et nyt område som vi er begyndt at åbne op for og se mulighederne i, at de ligesom, EU 
delegationerne har fået en større rolle. Så vi prøvede så at gå direkte til EU delegationen 
dernede og prøve at sige, hvordan kan det her passe, og har EU ikke et ansvar her for at de her 
penge de kan bruges. Så vi gjorde som sådan ikke noget på Bruxelles niveau ud over at, altså på 
Bruxelles niveau vi koordinere det arbejde omkring, hvad skal vi gøre med EU delegationerne, 
og sådan EU delegation watch rapport og sådan nogle ting,  så vi kan sige, det var i hvert fald 
vores bidrag til at prøve at få løftet sagen op til noget højere politisk, så den ikke blev strandet 
mellem Knud og hans kontakt i regeringen dernede, men sige jamen EU har faktisk en rolle at 
spille i det her, og det bør de gøre, så derfor hiver vi fat i EU definitionen på det. Jeg ved faktisk 
ikke, hvor den er endt, fordi det er Mads herinde, der sidder på den, mere specifikt. Men hvad 
de selv kan gøre for at få det få EU delegationerne, man kan sige, der er jo også afgørende, fordi 
det er en lidt anden vinkel, det er at vi arbejder på det her enabling environment in civil society, 
og der er muligheder for civil samfundet, og selvfølgeligt både, i udgangspunktet det lokale 
civil samfund, men også andet civil samfund, for at kunne agere i landene, det her er jo ikke 
engang et politisk projekt. Det var jo at få vand ud til nogle øer, så det er sådan lidt vildt at 
lukke for al civilsamfund. Det er vildt nok at lukke for civilsamfundet fordi de er politiske, men 
det her det var jo mere service delivery. Altså, så det var jo nærmest det mindste man kunne 
gøre som civil samfund, og det var i hvert fald ikke en kritik af regeringen, så skulle det i hvert 
fald være fordi de ikke selv har skaffet vand til øerne, altså så. Men hele det arbejde omkring 
civil samfundets rolle, og civil samfundet skal inddrages og høres og har nogle rettigheder 
omkring at må forsamles og må snakke, må være politiske, må være alle mulige ting. Altså hele 
det arbejde foregår meget på EU niveau, hvor vi prøver at kæmpe og sige, det kan godt være vi 
har mulighed for at snakke med EU kommissionen i Bruxelles, men hvad har vores medlemmer 
ude i landene, og hvad gør EU direktiverne i forhold til det, og sikre dem. Så det arbejde er der 
også, altså man kan sige, det et eksempel stadig, men det brede arbejde omkring det. Altså hvad 
Levende Hav kunne have gjort selv ? 
 
I 
Det er mere for at høre, om du mener, når du nu sidder i de her netværk, altså der er vel en 
grund til at de netværk er dannet, og tror du at de små organisationer uden om de netværk, også 
kunne have en mulighed, altså vi hører jo, at de gennem jeres netværk kommer igennem på en 
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eller anden måde, om så deres interesse bliver tabt på vejen eller de når det hele vejen op. Men 
tror du også de kan gå uden om? 
 
Johansen 
Altså jeg har svært ved at forestille mig det. Altså jeg ved det ikke, så skulle Knud jo selv have, 
eller Levende Hav skulle selv have været opmærksomme på EU delegationerne har fået nogle 
nye roller, altså hvor de måske kan prøver at presse på den vej eller, altså. Nej, jeg har svært ved 
at forestille mig det. Det kunne godt være, de kunne have gjort et eller andet, men jeg tror ikke 
nødvendigvis at de selv havde inddraget EU i det. Altså måske ville de have prøvet at gå til 
Danida og skubbe lidt på der, men Danida har ikke selv en ambassade, eller hvad skal man sige, 
det er ikke Danida land … På den måde er det jo lidt begrænset hvad Danmark gør, og så prøver 
de jo at presse på i selve landet, med mere eller mindre held, men det der med sådan at bruge 
EU som en aktør i det, det tror jeg, det i en lille organisation specielt ikke gør, men det, altså 
bare for to år siden var der ikke nogle af vores organisationer, der ville gøre det, altså, der er 
ikke nogle af vores organisation og medlemmer, der har tænkt i EU. Altså max tænkt dem som 
en EU fonde, ikke. Men ikke at tænke EU, og bruge det strategisk til at skubbe samlet på vores 
interesser og prøve at skubbe EU i en retning … Det kunne de godt, eller dem, de helt store som 
er i internationale netværk også, der er det selvfølgeligt altså Aprodep og ActionAid, og Oxfam 
og altså, de har selvfølgeligt arbejdet igennem, altså det internationale netværk og også, så der 
kan man selvfølgeligt sige, at der er det måske lidt meget at de både er medlem af deres 
internationale netværk og en platform som i sidste ende er medlem det samme sted. Altså de har 
lidt en dobbelt repræsentation nogle gange, ikke. Altså som godt kan være lidt mærkeligt for 
dem, men de små, altså det ved jeg sgu ikke, jeg kan ikke lige se, hvordan de kunne have gjort 
det, i hvert fald, altså men jeg tror i bund og grund bunder det i, at folk ikke har viden omkring 
EU, det er jo en af de ting vi er til for, til for at have den ekspertise på, hvordan man kan gå 
igennem EU, og man kan bruge EU’s forskellige institutioner, indgangsvinkler til det arbejde 
man laver, om det så er om man sider og laver advocacy, eller om man sidder med et lille 
projekt, der ikke kan blive implementeret.  
 
I 
Super. Har du noget at tilføje? 
 
I 
Nej, det tror jeg ikke 
 
I 
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Inden du lige stopper den, så har jeg lige et sidste spørgsmål, som er sådan lidt bredt, der bare 
hedder kan du se nogle svagheder i det system, der er lige nu for de NGOer for at komme frem 
med deres interesser og holdninger, for at få kommunikeret dem ud til EU? 
 
Johansen 
 Altså … ja, altså som jeg sagde, der er to ting som jeg har været inde på, som jeg synes falder 
ind under den kategori, og den ene det er det her med, at når civil samfundet bliver én stemme. 
Altså når der kun er ét sted man kan gå til, altså så kan man sige, at på de ting Concord ikke kan 
give enighed om, der kan man jo stadig som enkel organisation prøve at presse på EU og sige 
sådan … Vi mener faktisk at katten underminere udviklingen, så kan det godt være at de franske 
ikke gør det, men vi mener det, eller sådan, der kan man jo godt prøve at presse på uden for 
netværket, men det er svært at trænge igennem til, altså det er ikke, det er svært at blive 
accepteret som en civil samfundsstemme, også hvis man bare er en enkelt organisation. På den 
anden side så har vi jo nogle gange sådan nogle strategiske overvejelser omkring hvis vi sender 
et brev og putter logo på, fordi Concord jo kun, er nået frem til, okay det er mærkeligt når 
Concord putter sit logo på, som er alle, plus så dem, der har været med til at skrive det. Fordi så 
står de der jo sådan set to gange. Altså vi gør det jo faktisk herhjemme i dag, Vi har ikke taget 
den beslutning i Concord Danmark, men i Concord Europe er det blevet besluttet at Concord 
co-signer ikke med nogle af sine medlemmer. Altså, det er enten Concords logo på, eller så 
sætte de medlemmers logo på, som har været med i det, hvis Concord ikke kunne. Men der er 
ikke både Concords logo og nogle andre organisationer. Og det gør vi faktisk stadig i Concord 
Danmark, fordi at nogle gange kan det også godt være, at hvis du sender et brev, altså ikke til 
nogle inden for udvikling, men hvis du sender det inden for skat, og du bare putter en 
organisation på, et netværk på som folk ikke nødvendigvis ved hvem er. Altså fordi de ved ikke 
de store netværk, hvis man arbejder med skat, altså så kommer de sådan, okay, nå en 
organisation mener det her eller hvad (mumbling 1.22.40), altså nogle gange så virker det sådan, 
jo jo hvis man har mange logoer på, altså så der er en eller anden med det der, sådan, vi har 
nogle gange den der diskussion, nå okay skal vi bare have ét logo på, eller skal vi prøve at putte 
så mange på som muligt, eller hvad skal vi, vi står jo med dem to gange, så ikke. Hvis vi skriver 
under på et internationalt brev, så kan jeg skrive på som Concord Danmark, hvis det blev 
besluttet i skatte task forcet at vi gør det, men så skriver IBIS sig ind med skatte task forcet, 
også deres logo på, ikke, og så er vi sådan lidt, okay I er faktisk blevet præsenteret to gange, 
men folk ved det jo ikke. Så der er lidt sådan en diskussion om, nogle gange så må man godt 
som civil samfund se mangfoldig ud, og ikke erkende sig, at det er en-til-en stemme kun, i 
forhold til at overbevise folk om, at vi er faktisk mange bag denne her stemme. Men jeg synes 
godt det kan være et problem, hvordan kommer man, altså at det kun bliver én partner, der 
bliver hørt, fordi at vi kan jo ikke repræsentere alle holdningerne, altså det er jo kompromis 
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holdninger, der bliver hørt i sidste ende, og det synes jeg er vigtigt at kunne lave et kompromis 
og det er stærkt når man kan lave dem, og det er stærkt når man ikke behøver at gå så meget op i 
kompromis og vi måske er nogenlunde enige om, hvor vi vil hen i verden, når de her 
organisationerne samarbejder, så fungerer det rigtigt godt, men det, hvis det er et svagt 
kompromis, og grunden til vi ikke har en position i Concord på Privat Sector, det ville 
simpelthen være så svagt et kompromis vi ville ende med, så det er sådan et, okay, så lad os 
hellere gå for den spredt, altså. Så det synes jeg, og så synes jeg hele den der med, og nu kan jeg 
godt høre at I lidt virker til at stoppe, okay, får vores medlemmer deres stemme igennem, men 
hele den der er med får deres medlemmer og det de i virkeligheden repræsentere, får de deres 
stemme igennem, fordi får de deres stemme igennem til vores medlemmer, videre til et netværk, 
der samler, og videre til et netværk, der samler for alle, ikke. Og hele det der link er en stor 
udfordring at sikre, men det ved ikke engang vores medlemsorganisationer nødvendigvis 
hvordan de skal sikre. Vi er ikke ansvarlige for at sikre det, vi er den ansvarlige for at sikre at 
de, at vores medlemmer tager den videre, og så er vores medlemmer selv ansvarlige for at sikre 
linket helt ned, men altså det er svært at lave den hele vejen, sådan fuldstændigt.  
 
(Uden for citat) 
 
Så ja, der er klart nogle svagheder i det, og der er også svagheder, hvis man ikke, altså, jeg vil 
også sige svagheder, hvis man ikke får linket ordentligt, hvis man ikke har folk med, hvis man 
ikke har sine medlemmer med ordentligt i det her, hvis det ender med at blive sekretariatet, der 
sidder og driver de her ting, i stedet for medlemmerne, og især hvis man ikke har nationale 
platforme med, fordi så ender man lidt med den der med, jamen så kan vi faktisk ikke sige, nå 
men vi kan sprede det ud til nationale platforme, vi kan, altså vi mister en stor del af vores 
effektivitet og vores fordel, og trussel, hvis man vender den om til at sige, jamen vi kan faktisk 
mobilisere alle de her lande, hvis de ikke sidder her, involveret så gør de det ikke, altså så det 
her med, at sekretariatet kommer til at være drivende frem for egentligt medlemmerne, og at vi 
ikke har mange medlemmer som er klar over det arbejde, der involveret i arbejdet, ellers så 
tager de det ikke med på nationalt niveau. Det er sådan organisatorisk sat op mere, som er et 
problem. Men samtidig så kan man jo også se, min Chair, det er Laust, ikke. Som altså sidder 
der som sekretariatsleder og har pænt andre ting også at tage sig til, altså han har jo virkeligt et 
job udover, at sige at skal være Chair for en PCD gruppe, og skal være den, der sidder og sparer 
med mig og skal læse rapporten nu inden kl. 12, som skal reagere på den i gruppen, ikke, altså 
så det er mig, der er ansvarlig for at sidde og skrive den sammen og sådan noget. Jeg har også 
læst rapporten og kommet med kommentarer med den, men jeg sender den ikke ud før jeg har 
fået fra mine medlemmer, for jeg ved, at hvis jeg gør det, så siger folk pyh, fint, der var nogle, 
der gjorde det, så behøver de ikke at gøre det, ikke, så ender det med sekretariatet klarer 
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arbejdet, så det er lidt ligesom at sige, men samtidig så forstår jeg jo godt, at altså et andet 
medlem jeg har, det er et af board-medlemmerne i Corncord, og hvor meget tid har hun lige til 
at sidde og lave det her arbejde, det hele det der system trækker meget på, at det, Laust sidder så 
her, som Chair, han sidder som en styrergruppe, han sidder i komminusgruppen(???1:27:24), 
fordi der sidder Chair, han sidder faktisk også på Po-FO, så hele det der system trækker rigtigt 
meget på nogle få ressourcer, og hvis de personer går ned eller forsvinder eller sådan noget, så 
er der stor fare for, at hele systemet falder sammen. Så det med at få det bredt det ud og sørget 
for, at det ikke er den samme person, der sidder, fordi nogle gange så, nå men du er jo også EP 
election force, du er jo også Po-FO, nå men så feedbacker du tilbage til gruppen om der sker 
noget der, og folk kan ikke side og feedbacke for fem 
 
I 
For det hele? 
 
Johansen 
nej præcis, det bliver nødt til at blive spredt ud over flere medlemmer. Og det er en stor fare jeg 
synes at selv netværket er ved t bevæge sig ind i, det er at det afhænger meget af nogle få stærke 
personer, efterhånden, til rent faktisk at drive arbejdet frem. Og fordi de ikke har tid til det, så 
ender, så er det sekretariatet, der i virkeligheden og laver det, for de få stærke personer, og søger 
deres legitimitet i, nå men jeg fik Laust til at sige det, ikke.  Hvis du sender den her mail, skriver 
du så dette, og så er det sagt, og så kommer det ikke fra sekretariatet, så kommer det fra et 
medlem. Altså det synes jeg er en stor fare ved hele det her setup, specifikt, og den retning, den 
svaghed, det bevæger sig hen ad. 
 
I 
Så tror jeg også vi må stoppe…                                                                      
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APPENDIX 12 
 
Interview 
Björn Stockhausen 
Seas at Risk  
 
 
I  
Okay well if you can just first of all tell us a little bit about your position in Sea at Risk and tell 
us about yourself  
 
Stockhausen  
Ehm … Well okay, I am officially a fisheries policy officer so… Let me just close the door 
sorry …  
Here we go. I am a fisheries policy officer, which means that I am dealing with all kinds of 
fisheries issues here at Seas at Risk … meaning wild fisheries like target fisheries (mumbling) in 
European waters and also somewhere else in the world, but also related issues like agriculture 
for example. Or … to finance financing subsidy issues or something … and then a lot of other 
issues just because the legislation of has become … well we worked on a reform over the last 
three years so we are just in the last steps of this. Are you aware of the CFP reform?  
 
I  
Yes sort of. The fishery … yes we read about it but yeah. 
 
Stockhausen   
Okay. No it’s just like there are all kinds of issues in there. There’s a market regulation, there’s 
a fisheries fund and so … but normally we would be only like … but both are on participation. 
Now its … there was a discussion on the last two three years where all kinds of fisheries are 
connected.  
 
I  
Yeah. And for how long have you been working?  
 
Stockhausen  
It’s next week two years  
 
I  
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Okay. So … well on your website of Seas at Risk you are describing a lot of how that you want 
to work to reach your goals with all of your member NGOs. If you could please elaborate a bit 
on what you’re exactly doing when you say that. 
 
Stockhausen  
The Seas at Risk is an association so we are here in Brussels the head office and we have about 
twenty national members and they are working only on the national well only but working only 
on the national in the member states on fishery issues. And we provide access of cooperation for 
the European policy makers. So this is like a very good example because as organizations might 
be directly as big like Greenpeace or WWF … they have local offices or regional offices at least 
and we have like individual member organizations, they are in their member states, they are 
independent NGOs but they are also members of Seas at Risk and by this they have access to 
European policy maker. And whenever there is a topic coming up then we have good policy 
groups who give different expertise from the different NGOs … exchange information, views, 
drafts and so when there is a topic coming up we ask around who will be working on this or who 
has expertise and this is sort of the whole process of finally giving information and providing 
information to the policy makers here in Brussels.  
 
I  
Yeah as you said you have about probably twenty member NGOs. Can you explain us what are 
you what are this association contributing to in the NGOs work … can you just tell us a little bit 
about that?   
 
Stockhausen  
You mean us to them or them to us?  
 
I  
Yes you to them?  
 
Stockhausen   
Well as I said normally for example if there is an environmental NGO in a  
member state they might have only one person working on fishery issues, forestry, agriculture, 
GMOs whatever and they might only have one, less or very few people working on fisheries. So 
this is just maybe enough to cover national legislation or national developments and then we 
provide access and for example could … for example if there is a legislation or a discussion 
coming up in the parliament then we could provide them with the approach of the 
parliamentarians here in Brussels and invite our members for example so they could meet 
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parliamentarians here in Brussels … because we are an established entity in the European 
parliament (mumbling) so we can provide access and we know their assistance for example. So 
we can bring them in contact with the European policy makers for example and they can discuss 
with them, provide their expertise, their opinion directly to the various policy makers.  
 
 
I   
Yeah I was just wondering how big how many people are you working in  the headquarter in 
Brussels? 
 
Bjorn   
It is a bit special because we are five here and then we have one more sitting in Lisbon and one 
more sitting in the UK. 
 
I  
All right so you are seven in total? 
 
Stockhausen  
Yes 
 
I  
All right and then you have the member states in which there are also people working in this but 
collaborating with you? 
 
Stockhausen  
Exactly. If you look at the twenty member organisations well I think we have sixty or seventy in 
total if you take our policy groups together yes  
 
I  
All right perfect thank you  
 
I   
So … about these NGOs that you’re cooperating with … do you  
have any specific demands or some criteria for them to join your association?   
 
Stockhausen   
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We have … well not (mumbling) rules. Of course they have to follow some of the same ideals 
or the same … rules lets say. So it doesn’t make sense if you become a member of us and then if 
you are drafting a policy paper and then somebody has a completely different opinion then it 
doesn’t make sense. So … I guess if there had been this situation they wouldn’t have become a 
member or they would have thought about it before becoming a member of us. So normally if a 
member say … if we have an issue … a certain topic and get in contact with an NGO that are not 
members yet and work with the topic and after one year or two years we just see oh actually it 
would be great if they become member of us, are you interested in us. So it is in a way you see 
does it fit or does it not fit. 
 
I  
Can I ask if you if there’s any criteria to the recourses that they have? Do they need to corporate 
with you in a special way or can they just support you so you have a bigger representation? 
 
Stockhausen  
Well they … whenever there is an association or any group, working group maybe you will 
have some people doing a lot or some people not doing that much. It’s always the same. But 
depending on the topic there might be organizations that isn’t acquired for time but then there is 
a topic, there’s expertise with people working on this knowledge. Then boom they jump in, it’s 
depending on the topic.  
 
I  
Okay so when you are working with all of these NGOs’ specific issues are you working on a 
more general level where you collect all the different NGO issues to one main issue or are you 
working more individual with all of the NGOs? 
 
Stockhausen  
… If I interpret your question correctly we have like policy groups by topic. We have one for 
the CFP reform, one for deep sea fisheries … one for aquaculture, marine plastics, shipping 
admissions, and when people, organizations and then there individual to become member they 
sign up on these groups, they look on the list and they say ah yeah I know something about this 
or I can contribute to these topics and then from then on they are in this policy group and … they 
are involved in all of the discussions going on.  
 
I  
Okay. So in this way you can make sure that the specific interest actually goes all the way up to 
Europe?  
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Stockhausen  
What do you mean? 
 
I  
Is there a big chance that their special issues are actually going to get modified in the process or 
is this a way to ensure that well that the individual NGOs special issues that they can be 
contained? 
 
Stockhausen  
Again come back to me if I didn’t interpreted correctly. We have annual meetings where we 
give the re-report of what we have been doing, special seminars on certain topics but we also do 
like strategy meetings where we say what can be important in the next years. Then of course we 
think about as we present some ideas that all individual groups can come up and say hey this will 
become very important in the next year … yeah in the end you always have to prioritize because 
the budget is limited, there are topics that are sleeping in a way, but we are aware it’s on the 
horizon but we can, yeah we have to yeah we can only work as much as there is budget and there 
is manpower… so we have to prioritize and if there is a topic and a sufficient number of groups 
agree hey lets do it yeah we do it.  
 
I  
I think what we look for is how do you prioritize between these different interests because 
you’re working with a lot of goals how do you prioritize your energy and your resources in 
special fields? 
 
Stockhausen  
Well once it is established or once it is agreed its technically it might just go down to the 
amount of funding so we have different well there is a page where we list our funders and assure 
that it is updated as it should be so our budget comes from these founders and then we say to this 
funder hey we are doing a project on marine (mumbling) would you fund us with … one hundred 
million dollars in the next years. It doesn’t exist this funding but … 
 
I  
No but that’s the way so the funding have a say and then you plan a strategy as well? 
 
Stockhausen 
GS-B, ISG! ! ROSKILDE UNIVERSITY!
  FALL 2013 
! 259 
No no no sorry they don’t have a say like we have the idea and then we approach the funder hey 
would you fund us it’s not like the funders dictate our work. I think we are quite happy or 
independent in regard to all the funders so it’s not like the funders come back to us and ask us to 
change our strategy or change our position paper. We have to write reports and show we have 
been active, show that the press pick it up our position paper or our opinions and in the end 
hopefully also our opinions you can find again in its legislation but it’s not that they have a 
greater interest in this.  
 
I  
So for the NGOs how important do you recon that it is for them to be a part of your association 
in order to gain access to European policymaking? Is it essential or is it just one way of doing it? 
 
Stockhausen  
Well I’m not sure I can evaluate at this over all … because you might ask different members that 
might have different opinions on this but as I said they might be limited in their capacity because 
they’re one or few people working on fishers over all and as I said before fishers is now there are 
so many subtopics and then we have one NGO from the UK for example and they are 
subspecialists on aquaculture and so they were (mumbling) about aquaculture three years ago or 
something and then last summer of before we picked it up and now it’s a big topic, it’s also a big 
topic on European level and I guess they are glad that our access and they are invited to seminars 
here for example or they are recognized on the European level. What also might need to … the 
appreciation of this access is when we have position papers on a certain topic so we write a 
position paper on whatever topic and to make it stronger to show the policymaker hey actually a 
big part of civil society is sending behind this, we attach logos to this letter so we put our logos 
there but if we send it for example to a certain member state we also put national logos there so 
they see oh actually like ten organizations are behind this and as they might have seen in the 
newspaper these have two million members then they see ups maybe I actually should take care 
of this and think differently than I would think it before. So by expertise and seminars, by feeting 
in this content before and by giving access to their logos, newspapers this can also leads to yeah 
… they should like it.  
 
I   
So we want to talk also a little bit about your relations to the European Union and … can you 
tell us what are your experience with the relations between the European institutions and then 
your association? Do you really have … do you have access to the different institutions or? 
 
Stockhausen  
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Well what kind of NGOs are you asking? Are you asking only on fisheries or in our mental 
voice like the bridge?  
 
I  
Well we are really taking … we are working with this NGO, the Danish NGO called Living Sea 
so we’ve been talking to that NGO for some time so if you are thinking about your work with 
this specific NGO what you feel is … Well the European Union they have also institutionalized 
a lot of ways for the NGOs to get access to the policy making. From your perspective how is that 
working? Is it easy to get access?   
 
Stockhausen  
Access from us right? Well they are all official channels so you can always ask for meetings 
with a parliamentarian, you can always get in contact with a permanent representative of a 
member state. So parliament, council and then, you have the main policymakers already covered, 
and then you ask for a meeting and you get a meeting with the parliamentarian himself if he have 
time or else with his or her assistant, the permanent representative you can build a bit of contact 
for example I go to German ones and others go to UK or where they are from, it’s easier of 
course if you can talk in your mother language but anyway you go with several people you can 
always … everybody speaks English. So … what’s missing?  
 
I  
So basically you find it easy to gain access to…? 
 
Stockhausen  
Yes yes but this is like it’s also the transparent way for example this is the German parliament, 
it’s all transparent, everybody who gets access to the European parliament is in its transparency 
register and in the transparency register it is written down, the organization, the budget of the 
organization, the goal of the organization (mumbling) 
 
I  
Sorry we couldn’t hear you. Can you repeat it again? 
 
Stockhausen  
Yes. In the transparency register the goals, the budget and the people of the organizations of the 
parliament are written so everybody can see who has access to parliamentarians and this is a 
very transparent way and not in all parliaments in the member states is this realised, this is 
established as well. So it’s easy but of course there might be (mumbling) or if they are not in a 
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good mood or they don’t like you or some NGOs there are really some parliamentarians or some 
members … but they can always deny and say I have no time, see me in one month or 
something. So it’s easy for them to find an excuse if they don’t like you or they know already 
what you will be talking about and in what direction you want … but normally this is well 
established I would say but of course this is called the lobby capital like… (mumbling) because 
everybody realise that near 80 per cent of EU legislation is done and at least they go as far to 
make it all the way transparent. 
 
I  
Which institutions do you feel that gives the easiest way, is that the parliament or do you 
actually have some kind of communication with the Commission as well?  
 
Stockhausen  
Sorry yes I forgot the Commission. Well if you look at the policy process it’s a question of the 
right to initiative so the commissioner comes up with a legislative proposal and then it goes 
normally, well after the Lisbon treaty, in our area it goes to the parliament and council in co-
legislation. So of course all actors when they get to know that the Commission has an idea then 
they already talk to the Commission and try to influence the proposal. This is like rather not 
official. You can always meet of course, okay, what I explained before you have the official 
way, you have the parliament you go to meeting or to the official representative of the member 
states and say hey can I meet … what happens on the corridors and if somebody goes for coffee 
in the lunch break or there is a seminar and you meet somebody you can say hello we have can 
idea, can we talk to you, here is our position paper and so on. This is not official but it’s 
happening everywhere, but it’s not official in the way … as long as it is communication of 
information and opinions it’s fine. It is a special interest sign about what is easier to access. 
What is easy to access is… would be the parliament but because the parliament has the … I 
don’t know what is easy because easy could also be said to not using the institutionalized 
approaching take my opinion into account but this really much depend on the topic so if you go 
to the commissioner and you talk about the weak… or an NGO comes for … this is already a bit 
clear when a person is selected or established in this position so you know already which 
directions it is going the next five years.  
 
I  
But you communication with the Commission is through informal ways? 
  
Stockhausen  
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No no no… The Commission put out the policy proposal for legislation and then of course we 
react to this, we say hey depending on how bad or good it is, we welcome the Commission or we 
say hey this is and this is bad but since it’s already out it’s only giving our opinion for the collide 
stages so but once the Commission has put something out it is a Commission proposal and there 
is nothing you can do.  
 
I  
Is there any possibility to go behind the scenes and operate with them before the proposal is 
out? 
 
Stockhausen  
Yes yes but you have to know that they are actually thinking about or preparing something. You 
might … I forgot sorry sorry. They have to do sometimes impact assessments and stakeholder 
consultations you know. And for example the consultations there are a lot know you can go on 
an hour area alone and then you see there are these consultations and I think, I’m not sure 
whether they’re obliged to consultations so then it is not only us but for all, the every company, 
any fisheries, any NGO can submit their opinion so they have like a questionnaire there and this 
is like the some public way or the most transparent way for the Commission before making a 
legislative proposal to get opinion, a feeling or… 
 
I  
Can Seas at Risk or can the individual NGO, can they initiate the European policymaking or are 
you more stakeholder opinion is that more your position or can you actually initiate the 
policymaking? 
 
Stockhausen  
Yeah you could potentially but each commissioner has his ideas and has his plans for what he 
wants to do in his five years and it might be already full or it you might not like the idea at all. 
So initiate really I think it’s really difficult because you can yeah change the opinions of 
someone who has already an idea to some point but if you really initiate I’m not sure.  
 
I  
But when you’re trying to gain access in the European policymaking process, can you explain a 
little bit more about how you’re doing that? 
 
Stockhausen  
It would be like a summary of what I explained before so… 
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I  
Sorry It’s more about when you are trying to get access to are you working as a general 
organization are you working as Seas at Risk or are you working for the NGOs in an individual 
level or are you representing the Seas at Risk? 
 
 Stockhausen  
We are all like always representing Seas at Risk yes.  
 
I  
And when you’re saying that there’s a lot of ways to influence these different parliamentarians 
or commissionaires which one do you use mostly? Is that depending on the issue or is there some 
ways that you use more than others?  
 
Stockhausen  
No it’s just following the legislation process so as I said before the Commission has an idea, 
there is stakeholder participation, then you go full power on the Commission so stakeholder 
consultation maybe right the paper saying this and this. Then when the proposal is out next step, 
co-legislators that normally parliament has to think about parliament there’s legislation there’s 
signs to a committee, the fisheries the environment committee, budget whatever and then you 
talk to the parliamentarians in this committee, the specialized committee. Then there will be a 
vote, they will agree on a report where all the parliamentarians before gave to and state being 
published before the vote and then you go the parliamentarians was published before  
(Technical problems) 
 
I  
… instead of working with just one or two or three possible ways of doing it …  
 
Stockhausen  
Yes, only if it is an issue … Because you would loose everything … If you would only 
concentrate in the commission, you will have a perfect proposal that you would not know what 
the council or parliament would do with afterwards … If you only work with parliament, you do 
not know what the commission has created before … And there is … mumbling – 0:21 … Also 
Afterwards, the council and the parliament has to talk to each other. So if you only present it to 
the parliament, you do not know what the council will make up of it … Because they have to 
compromise … So by now, you always have to talk to all actors …  
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I   
Yes, alright … Okay, so moving to something completely different again ... Well, we have 
learned from other interviews that there is some members from NGOs and NGO associations 
that have worked first in different kind of EU institutions … Before … Is that also the case for 
Seas At Risk?  
 
Stockhausen  
You mean like individual persons?  
 
I  
Yes, individual persons who have worked both places …  
 
Stockhausen  
So somebody has been working with the commission and now, afterwards, joins the NGO? That 
is what you mean?  
 
I  
Yes …  
 
Stockhausen  
… We have … Well, actually I was working for the commission before, so it is true … But it 
works both ways … Also people who have only been at NGOs have done … I know my 
predecessors, some are working for the commission … So it is going both ways … You would 
stay … or maybe you would not even stay in your topic, but … Yes, it happens both ways …  
 
I  
Okay, so you think that is very normal …?  
 
Stockhausen  
Well, I … No … I am very interested in the … In the companies there has been a big debate on 
or taking place … On which level or after what point chancellors, prime ministers are allowed 
to become lobbyists for companies … And, it is a whole new discussion … Well is it acceptable 
or not … If for example I had a personal benefit from doing some work here, knowing that I 
will go later to work for the commission or something … That would not be a good idea 
because then I would already change my way of working or my opinion or influence the process 
I am doing here, knowing that this would benefit my later employer … This of cause should not 
happen … Actually … We are not that … Well, we are good, but we are not that good that we 
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… We are also individuals and have impact on the policymaking … It is true and proven in the 
past … But, still I would not change … I do not sell my soul … You can come in more 
indiscretion if you need more …  
 
I   
Yes … Thank you … I was just wondering, that when you say that you are a size of about seven 
persons, more or less, in the secretary. How well do you see your chances for influencing some 
of the European institutions to change some policies? Are they great or are there big 
communities of other lobbyists, which make it difficult for you when you are only seven people 
in the secretary?  
 
Stockhausen  
… Yes … It sounds small … But we are very … Okay … We are not always fighting alone … 
First we are an association, so we are an organisation of members … So when ever we write the 
positionpaper ourselves … We say: hey we are Seas At Risk, we are a twenty member 
organisation behind us, in fourteen memberstates … Sometimes we announce the actual number 
of people we are representing … But also our arguments are always … We are not just 
defending something in the sky. We are doing really good scientific background research, so all 
our arguments are based on science … And by this we are credible and it is my … So future me, 
I hope it will be in the next years as well… We have existed in twenty four years, so we have 
built up a credibility and policymakers say; see Seas At Risk and they remember arguments in 
the past is very good and it was true what they were saying … They were science based … So 
we have a reputation now … And this helps a lot to get people to listen … So the reputation is 
an important factor about the size … We can be huge whenever consulting … Lobbying firms is 
just sending out bla bla bla papers or numbers … If these numbers are then used in discussions 
in a convincible way and he uses these numbers and then the discussion is going wrong, because 
they are based on nothing, then of cause you will lose this reputation … And you will never be 
used by policymakers again … But if you provide them with good advice written in clear ways 
or the arguments are clear … You have sent references for what you are saying … Voila, then 
you reach reputation … And that is why you can … A small team can have big impact … And 
if I can add … We are not on all topics … We are fighting alone … We are now, for example 
with the policy on fisheries reform … It is the biggest reform of fisheries in the last ten years … 
We have this OCEAN 2012 coalition  … And we are steering group member, so by now I think 
we have almost one hundred and eighty members … One hundred and eighty NGOs and this is 
really like a trademark now ... It has become a brand in the parliament on the whole issue … 
The big NGOs are in there and the biggest one are not even in the coalition, so there is OCEAN 
2012 and next to it there are WWF and Green Peace and OCEANA … And these huge 
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coalitions have more expertise, more power, more manpower … So your arguments are even 
stronger because everything is also science based and you represent even millions of European 
citizens, so it is a big part of civil society … So scientific credibility of the arguments and big 
representation of member groups behind you, that is how you reach influence. 
 
I  
Alright … If I can just pick up on what you are saying about cooperation … Because your are 
saying that you are cooperating in different associations where SAR is also a member as other 
NGOs are members of your association … Are you also working with independent NGOs as 
well at the side or other networks at the side?  
 
Stockhausen  
This is like what I just explained … The big coalition is temporary … It is running out … Its 
purpose was … Well, the objective was to end over-fishing in Europe … This reform is a 
chance to end over-fishing in Europe … This was our objective … It meets all the subtopics that 
needs to be achieved to … What you talk about with independent NGOs, you mean …?  
 
I   
I just mean NGOs, which are not part of any networks … 
 
Stockhausen  
I am not sure that … It might be that NGOs are part … Every NGO is part of some network …  
 
I  
Yes …  
 
Stockhausen   
… Besides the very big ones maybe … But we group up with … For example I know 
colleagues, there is something … There is a plastic bag ban is going on, so we … Sorry, lets say 
shipping emissions … So we group up with an NGO that is called Transport and Environment 
… So our goal is to sustain the fisheries, protect the marine environment. Their goal is low 
emission on transport … I am not sure what it is called … transport environment … Not my 
area … And then we have a common goal. Like we want to reduce emissions on the seas … 
And then we join for seminars and publishing papers …  
 
I   
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Well, just coming back to what we were saying before … That you have big credibility … What 
is your experience with the association or networks that have a lot of financial resources … 
How does that work with that credibility? Do you feel that you have the same amount of access 
as the big financial NGOs or …? … If you get my question …? 
 
Stockhausen   
You mean like Green Peace?  
 
I   
Yes, exactly … 
 
Stockhausen   
Well the thing is that Green Peace might have a lot of money but they also have a lot more 
topics. So if you look at the Green Peace office here in Brussels, working on fisheries it is two 
or three … Well, three maximum … Not more than three I think … So even though these 
organisations are big, they also have a lot of topics to cover … They also get money from the 
members … Like the Green Peace is a membership organisation, but they also have a lot more 
topics to cover … And this way they have a lot of money but it is spread out on a lot of topics 
… Of cause they have support of really regional offices … US or global organisations as well 
… But in the end in the field …Like they have two or three people litigated to work on each 
issue … I do not think that we are that much weaker than them …  
 
I  
Okay, nice … You mentioned before, and we know, that you are also funded by EU … Can you 
tell us what your experiences are about how easy it is for NGOs to gain economic funding from 
the EU?  
 
Stockhausen   
The NGOs are funded by a programme, It is Life Plus … That is what the programme is called 
… In a way it works the same way. You give something … You give a proposal: hey I want 
funding for this and this topics … And I want this and this money for this. Of cause there is 
budget planning and they have to endorse it in the end, but they can always say … They can cut 
your … They can pay you less, but you can still decide to cut something, because there is less 
money so you have to do less … But you mean the influence they have on us because of this 
funding …  
 
I  
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No, more … How do you feel … Is it easy for them to actually gain funding or is it only some 
kind of …  
 
Stockhausen 
For the NGOs? 
 
I 
Yes, for the NGOs …  
 
Stockhausen 
The thing is … The money from this programme is often considered as core funding, so you 
might have an idea for a topic or … You might have an idea for a topic that you have not 
approached the big fund … So you can always start by some hour, some day go to seminar or 
conference and gather some knowledge on this … Then you build up your credibility and then 
you go to big funders … But what is also important is that all funders require co-funding, so if 
there is a foundation that give you one hundred thousand Euros they want you to find another 
funder … So they always give fifty percent, and you have to provide proof that you are founded 
… You cannot take their one hundred thousand and say thank you, and we only worked fifty 
percent or whatever … But no, you have to accomplish what is written in the agreement with 
them and you have to sign for the money?  … And therefore the commissions money is 
designated to the same topic … You cannot get money from the commission to work on 
fisheries and then work on military, because you need money from the funder … you know … 
It has to be on the same topic, but for example you can find a cofounder …  
 
I 
Yes … Well we have just a final question that is a bit more open and subjective, but do you 
personally see any weak links for the NGOs possibility to access the European policy-making?  
 
Stockhausen 
Well, depending … I think we are in a fortunate position on our topic. Like fisheries … If you 
look on the money involved in the European fisheries as a … It is a bad way to compare it, but 
European fisheries receive financial assistance in the next ten years of 6.6 billion Euros … This 
is in the next ten years. This is low for what EU pays for bio fuel in one year or if you look at 
the agricultural funding, they get like 16 million Euros … Something like this … So our 
opponents are also not that big … If you were in a fight against the energy companies or 
telecommunication, they have billions … They can easily engage a consulting bureau … When 
a European campaign buy newspaper articles and whatever … Depending on the topic you need 
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some research in the universities and people chair … and after five years they have a report on 
this and their paper … So in our area of fisheries, which is very strong in countries such as 
Spain, France, the UK … Fisheries have a strong lobby, but I think we are still in a more 
fortunate position compared to others … And did you also mean in regards to the future, like 
you mentioned becoming … Is it …? 
 
I 
Sure, it could be …? 
 
Stockhausen 
We have in, for example … In fisheries there are regional advisory councils, so if you take the 
different seas, Baltic sea, Mediterranean sea … With the last reform these regional advisory 
councils was established. The commission thought: we have all these stakeholders there. We 
have NGOs, civil society, unions and the sector of fisheries … Let them meet and discuss 
before … And they were established and we are a member in all of them … I go to of them 
myself and we have members for other ones …  
 
I 
Excuse me sir, but can we get a list of those, if there are a lot of them?  
 
Stockhausen 
Seven … If you Google regional advisory council …  
 
I 
Regional advisory council … Alright …  
 
Stockhausen 
Yes … By the way I can send you (Mumbling) 
 
I 
Yes, that would be great …  
 
Stockhausen 
Just send me questions …  
 
I 
Perfect …  
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Stockhausen 
So, these were established and in these regional advisory councils the seats in there are two 
thirds given to the industry and one third are given to other stakeholders … Us NGOs, but also 
trade unions or women’s networks or whatever. But important sector related … Being aware 
that there was a reform, now, we were fighting for example to decrease this ration, so we have 
two thirds and one third … We wanted more influence. It is not like voting, but it is just like to 
getting the possibility of getting more manpower, more arguments and so on … And it worked. 
Now it is forty to sixty percent … Sixty percent sector and forty percent other civil society … 
So we were aware … Lets get more access, lets have a greater impact … Whether this in the end 
still pays off, because they have majority, so in the end they can over vote you if they want … 
But you have the more manpower, the more arguments … It is an improvement … It first comes 
in to work next year, so we will have to see then … On other topics … As long as NGOs are not 
dependent on something … They must always be like philanthropic or nature … They must 
always be foundations or individuals that are willing to support the cause, you know … Because 
also we are people working here … We have to live … We have a salary, so … That should not 
be a problem … For example, some foundations have to reduce their contributions to NGOs 
because of the economic crisis … So they have less income from their investments, so probably 
… Lets say you get ten million of interests from scholarship, chair and so on … Or from interest 
… And that is less this year because they have less profit, then they can also distribute less 
money to foundations or NGO or whatever … But otherwise I think … I guess there must be 
some money from this … How the money should be given to the NGOs have been developed 
over the last years. But, for example, we are working on fisheries now … If you look on the Bill 
and Melinda Gates foundation, how much they have … They have an idea and they give … 
They give billions to aids, malaria and so on … So I hope that there will always be people that 
has the will to support and make major contributions to medicine and improving the world … 
Making a difference …  
 
I 
Yes … I just have one last question. You mentioned the regional advisory councils and we have 
already been talking to Living Sea about this, because they are a member of one of those … 
Those are established by the EU, right? They are initiated by the EU themselves …  
 
Stockhausen 
Yes, in 2004 …  
 
I   
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Yes … Continue …   
 
Stockhausen 
… Was this the question …? 
 
I 
No … I can continue then … I was wondering if there are any other advisory councils that you 
are a part of, that is not the regional ones … Which are initiated by the EU as well, or if this is 
the only ones that you are a part of?  
 
Stockhausen 
Well, this is the only the EU could initiate this kind of council, because it is a legislated area … 
There are other ones where it is not the EU, but we are also a member of … For example if you 
look on the whole … Okay, that you cannot see … You know the EEZ? The exclusive 
economic zone … So every state in the world sits … The laws of the sea has a two hundred mile 
zone out of their coast … And this is theirs … But of cause between USA and Europe there is a 
gap. Or between Greenland and Iceland and Europe … There are also organisations … regional 
management organisations, RMO. But they were established on an international basis, so the 
member states going there, for example the North Sea – Atlantic they are the EU, Norway, 
Russia, Iceland and Faeroe Islands and Greenland are (Mumbling) … So it is not that they were 
established by the EU, but EU is one member there … And NGOs can become observers … For 
example we are observers there … They were just not established by the EU … And other 
NGOs are for example … There is one big organisation for tuna for example … Other NGOs 
are member there or … So there is issues, topics, body’s where NGOs can become observers …  
 
I 
Those organisations are international organisations and not just European … Where EU is a 
member …  
 
Stockhausen 
Yes …  
 
I 
Yes … I was also wondering if there is any kind of organisations inside the EU that could be 
temporary as well … You mentioned the OCEAN 2012, but I think that was initiated by NGOs, 
right? Going together in a coalition …  
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Stockhausen 
Yes. It is an alliance … But temporary also …  
 
I 
But do you have any kind of temporary advisory councils where you can … Initiated by the EU, 
where you can give your point of view as well?  
 
Stockhausen 
There was one in existence for twenty or thirty years … It was ACFA … It was advisory 
councils for fisheries and agriculture … But April this year it was finished because it would be 
replaced by structures similar to the regional advisory councils … And there it was established 
by the EU and it was a main stakeholder forum for the agriculture industry … It was also main 
forum for the retailers and food processers … All of them will receive an invitation … The 
agriculture will receive one, and the markets will receive … The regional advisory council … It 
was existing before and now they will receive … Like existence from most seas … Baltic sea … 
And now they will have one for agriculture and other areas … So it is just with the current 
reform it is very established …  
 
I 
… Yes, alright … I think that was it …  
 
I 
Yes, just before we end up, is there anything you think …  
 
Stockhausen 
Exactly one hour …  
 
I 
Yes, we are very punctual … No, but if you have something that you feel is very essential that 
we did not talk about already … something you think we missed …  
 
Stockhausen 
Yes, that I will be fired if my boss sees the results of this …  
 
I  
I hope not …  
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I 
Okay, thank you so much it has been very valuable for our project so thank you for your time 
and of cause we are going to send you the transcript for you to look through and please contact 
us if there is anything you want to ask or ad or something … 
 
Stockhausen 
Well, what is the plan for you … For this …? 
 
I 
We have to hand it in the 18th of December …  
 
Stockhausen 
Okay … There was just … What is your title?  
 
I 
We actually do not have the title yet … But we are trying to investigate how … If the NGOs are 
going to be that link between the public and the EU institution in the form of … How do you 
say that … The democratic deficit … So we are trying to come up with this new ideal of 
democracy at a supranational institution as the EU and what role the NGOs are playing … So 
we are talking to you to try to map in what kind of ways the NGOs are gaining access to the 
policy-making process in the union …  
 
Stockhausen   
Have a look at this … I send you to the GAP too …  
 
I and I:  
Yes you did …  
 
Stockhausen 
Martin Pastoors … he will talk to you for ten hours on this topic …  
 
I 
Who? Mike Fosters?  
 
Stockhausen 
Martin Pastoors. He is not really the leader of GAP 2, but …  
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I 
Okay, because we actually have tried to contact them, but they have not responded back yet … I 
think we wrote them three e-mails or something, but we have not heard anything from them yet 
…  
 
Stockhausen 
… Okay, so let us see … He is the coordinator, but Mike he will love this … He might have a 
more pessimistic view on this …  
 
I 
Lovely … We can use all of it … Oh you just send it. Very nice …  
Stockhausen 
It is link, just click on it… Just the second one … No third … Martin Pastoors …  
 
I 
Well at last I would also … Would it be okay if we sent you an e-mail to hear about the regional 
advisory councils … We would love the list as well …  
 
Stockhausen 
No, but honestly you can … I am happy to send me whatever you want … Send me requests, 
documents … Because I … As I said before we have this discussion in Germany where all this 
lobbying … Lobbying is negative, but Amnesty International is doing lobbying as well … We 
are doing lobbying as well, so it is not like lobbying per se is a bad thing … The problem is who 
benefit from it, so … And then, you touched it a bit, that with money behind it is easier … 
Where is the money coming from, where will it … Who will profit … Which industry will 
profit from it … Will this be detrimental for the future of society … Can this industry make 
greater profit in the future … This is where it is … Not lobbying per se is problematic, just the 
ways it is used … for example is it paying, bribing the politicians … But inviting for dinner, 
inviting for a trip … Whatever, it is al these levels … And where does the real undemocratic 
way start …  
 
I 
Actually we are investigating if it could be democratic in any way. Because that is actually what 
we are trying to do. To see if the NGOs can function as a link to the European Union in a 
democratic way as well … It is kind of a new way of looking at democracy … That it does not 
have to be representative in that old fashioned way as elections, but it can also be representative 
GS-B, ISG! ! ROSKILDE UNIVERSITY!
  FALL 2013 
! 275 
in the way of NGOs because as you are saying, you are representing a big portion of the people 
in Europe, being a network who is working with that many NGOs …  
 
Stockhausen  
Yes, I think Pastoors will tell you at this point that we have discussed that power should … 
(mumbling) … I guess if you talk to Mike he will tell you …  
 
I 
I hope so …  
 
Stockhausen 
I think he really wants to give the power to the stakeholders directly, but I have a different 
opinion … For me the politicians is still … He is selected, so he or she has responsibility … The 
problem is now for the (mumbling) citizens, for every citizens makes them responsible for this 
… So we can always complain about there is a lot of lobbying and 100 million paid by the 
tobacco industry to run a campaign against banning of the … Some months ago against … They 
wanted pictures of cancer lungs on the boxes of cigarettes and their was a big discussion in the 
parliament … But in the end it is down to the politician whether you react to this or whether he 
can react … Or has been approached by the other side … So the ideal way … This very ideal 
picture of politician, which maybe be far from reality, is he should take into account all opinions 
that exist and see who is standing behind or interests that might be behind, and then make a 
good decision … But whether this is happening or not is a bit …  
 
I  
And that is actually why we are very interested in the regional advisory councils because they 
are actually an institutionalized way of doing this by the European Union …  
 
Stockhausen 
Okay, but my … You have time?  
 
I  
Yes … We have all the time in the world … 
 
Stockhausen  
Okay … it is written in the legislation that the European Commission shall take into account the 
opinion of these RACs … But it is written there, it is nice … What the commission does with 
this opinion, how much it takes it into account whether it is respected at all afterwards in the 
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legislated proposal by the commission is a completely different question … And the RACs has 
been complaining a lot about it a lot in the last year, that the … Well, we do all this effort, we 
consult experts, we do seminars, we find compromises with NGOs, which were not possible 
before, and you take them and, I do not know … Put it in the trashbin or not looking at them at 
all … Because in the end it is still down to the commission to really take it into account. If they 
do not like it they can always look at it but not consider it important … They do not even have 
to explain themselves … So it is always nice to have it written down in the legislation … 
Influence or stakeholder participation … But how much the policy-maker really take it into 
account is a different question …  
 
I   
I would say that in the Danish parliament it functions in the way that you can contact a 
politician and then this politician can initiate a legislation if they want to and they … Well, 
normally they do … Would you say that, that is a problem that the commission is the only 
institution in the EU that can initiate propositions …? 
 
Stockhausen   
Well, you know … I have to check again, but the parliament also have, not a direct way of 
initiating legislation, but there is a way … You have to check … It was also written, but some 
weeks ago … They have a way to really strongly push the commission to do something … Not 
really like write their own proposal and then conversation has to start … But for example there 
was a report by the environment committee on plastic bags … If you Google plastic bags or 
plastic bags environmental committee you will find that the environmental committee started 
like … Started to make a report … Even if there was no legislation by the commission before, 
but the environmental committee they started to write this and now it is there … To push the 
commission … Hey, do something … I am not sure, I have to check again with the treaty of 
Lisbon … What is written down about how much power the parliament has … I am sure that, 
because it has already been an improvement compared to the treaties before, I guess if we have 
a revision of the treaty of Lisbon or an update or whatever … I guess the parliament will ask for 
even more power, because it is overall … The European politicians recognize that the 
legitimacy of how European policy is made might be questionable or … You know, how the 
commission is established and how the commissioners are appointed to the … You have like a 
cabinet which is not elected … The only elected part is the council and the parliament …  
 
I  
Yes, but as you were saying before, it is difficult to influence a commissioner before they have 
made a proposal and when they have made the proposal it is going directly to the parliament  
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and then you cannot influence it … You can try to influence the parliament … Is that not a 
problem in some kind of way? That it is difficult to influence a proposal before it is proposed?  
 
Stockhausen   
Yes, but okay … This come down to what I just said before, because I think … Is it still 
recorded by the way …?  
 
I  
Yes …  
 
Stockhausen   
… First thing, no matter what a proposal by the commission contains it can really really be 
changed afterwards or make better or worse … The parliament and the council have every 
possibility to add, change amend or whatever … Of cause the commission will try to protect its 
proposal … They will, themselves, lobby the parliament and the member states, they will do 
this to … They have to keep … They want to achieve with this regulation and of cause they 
want to protect it and they … It cannot be negotiated because it is out of their hand, but they 
want to protect the key reasons, the key part of their proposal … So in a way it is not that bad … 
You cannot always clearly or easily influence proposals, because you have normally every 
chance of influencing it afterwards … It is true that the general line might be set in one 
direction. You might have put a lot of effort in to just changing some aspects and knowing that 
you cannot change the whole thing because there will be some parliamentarians that agree with 
it and there will also be some member states that agree with it … Before I forget, I have some 
links more … The first one they might also not like … They really … You see they expose the 
company lobbying in the EU, so they really revealed bad examples of how big industry is 
lobbying the changes in policy legislation … You might find really scary reports there … 
 
I  
Alright …  
 
Stockhausen   
I am not sure whether I want to contradict … And the second thing is other regional advisory 
councils … This is the official page by the commission. How they were established, summary, 
bla bla bla …  
 
I   
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Perfect, that is really good … There you have it … Because we were talking to Living Sea and 
Erik …  
 
Stockhausen  
You talked to Erik …  
 
I   
Yes Erik. He talked a lot about Long Distance RAC …  
 
Stockhausen  
Yes …  
 
I  
Yes, he is sitting in the Long Distance RAC right?  
 
Stockhausen   
Yes, we are attending together …  
 
I   
You are attending together … Alright … We will have to investigate that a bit as well … We 
are trying to get an interview with them as well, right now, but it is a little bit difficult …  
 
Stockhausen  
Carlos … You should talk to the South Western office … You should talk to this person … The 
RACs are built in a way that … These RACs are … As I said there is the industry group and the 
civil society group and then there is a president and a vice president and there is a secretariat. In 
a way the president is representing the RACs and they … He is always from the industry since 
they have the two thirds … But then the secretariat has to be the diplomat there … So there is a 
very delicious topic and everybody knows it already, we have been discussing it very long time 
and hard, and then the secretaries are the negotiator in a way … They send around drafts, they 
talk to the different persons, they also see exactly where to and how to reach a compromise … 
For example Carlos, the one you are approaching in the Long Distance RAC … I do not know 
who you wrote in the Long Distance RAC?  
 
I  
I just wrote the normal e-mail that you can get and rang the phone number and talked to 
someone called Marta …  
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Stockhausen  
Yes Marta … Marta and Carlos they are both … Marta is only … Well not only, but … She is 
the administrative secretary and Carlos is the content …  
 
I   
Alright … So I have to … If I want to talk to somebody who knows something about this I have 
to talk to Carlos …  
 
Stockhausen   
Yes, no, but Marta … They are in the same room, they discuss this … But Benoit … If you go 
to the South West, SWSRAC, South West Ocean RAC … Then you will see this secretary of 
the South West Ocean RAC and he will be leaving in December, so it is his last chance … But 
he has been involved in this project from the beginning, six years or something, so he knows …  
 
I   
Alright, so he knows a lot about it …  
 
Stockhausen   
And he will also understand a lot, or maybe give you a different input on what is possible and 
he was working for WWF before … Yes, he might be a very nice person to …  
 
I  
Yes definitely … Lets see how much we can handle … We have one month until we have to 
hand it in, but …   
 
I 
Well, this is very helpful … Lots to begin with …  
 
I   
Yes, but I think that is it and then we will try to contact all of these people and we are very 
happy that you can help us in this way … It is a difficult field to enter when you are just a 
student and you want some interviews … You are not quite sure who is the right man to talk to 
…  
 
Stockhausen   
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Yes … But as I said … Send me an e-mail saying; hey we want to talk to somebody who does 
this and this or in this organisation, who is the person to talk to … Just send me an e-mail and 
… 
 
I   
Perfect … I think we will hold you up to that … We will do it …  
 
I   
We should not take more of your time then … 
 
Stockhausen   
Good luck and I really look forward to see what comes out of it and … Maybe it improves the 
whole EU and it brings some new ideas …  
 
I   
We hope so …  
 
Stockhausen   
I have another idea … Sorry … Have you looked in the scientific literature on this … 
 
I  
Yes we have found something … More about the deliberative democracy and stuff in that 
direction …  
 
Stockhausen   
Well, I remember one thing … Well okay if you do not understand … I sent you three papers 
here … Or do you want them by e-mail?  
 
I   
No, this is really good …  
 
Stockhausen  
Because it is a … Also look into this … It is on lobbying … What is the best solution and how 
can we … Not exactly the democratic process, just following the democratic rules and not 
limiting access of certain groups … Well anyway …  
 
I  
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Yes, we will look into it …  
 
I   
Yes, we will try to read all of it … Thank you so much for your help … We will send you 
everything … Bye …  
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APPENDIX 13  
 
Interview 
Carlos Aldereguia 
Long Distance Regional Advisory Counsil  
 
I   
Okay, yeah …Just another formality: Is there … is there any approximate time where we have 
to stop the interview? … We have been hoping that it would be, I don’t know, somewhere 
between 45 minutes and maybe an hour or something? 
 
Aldereguia 
Well, not … today I have. So I say, whenever you need, whatever you need. Because I have no 
commitments till … late afternoon. 
 
I 
Okay, great. That’s perfect. Thank you. … Yeah, just before we start the interview and the 
questions. … Do you have any clarifying questions? … About the … about this, or? 
 
Aldereguia 
No it’s okay, so actually I think it’s good, to see how …. Some students are making their 
bachelor … final thesis about something related to the good governance. 
 
I 
Yes 
 
Aldereguia 
So it’s good.  
 
I 
Okay, great. Thank you. So first of all, we would like to …to know what your position in 
LDRAC is? 
 
Aldereguia 
Position on the ground or just position? 
 
I 
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Your position, your role … 
 
Aldereguia 
Okay, well currently I’m the executive secretary of LDRAC, so I’m in charge of … the main 
aspects of the function of the RAC. I don’t know, if you know, how a RAC is structured … or 
not? 
 
I 
We got some idea about it, but if you could elaborate a little bit, then we would love it.  
 
Aldereguia 
Okay. …Well, the RACs were created in the last reform of the Common Fishery Policy in 2002 
… 
 
I 
Okay. 
 
Aldereguia 
So, the policy makers they were thinking: how do we involve stakeholders in the 
implementation of the policies as well as the elaboration or the creation of those policies as 
well. So they decided to involve both the … stakeholders … with a regional approach. And to 
that end they created RACs. And in the beginning we were seven. … So, well, first of all we 
became reality in 2004: European Counsel decision. 
 
I 
Okay. 
 
Aldereguia 
In this decision you can find all the rules, we have to apply. For instance … So, we have … 
When general assembly, formed by all the stakeholders with any interest in our task … We have 
one executive committee. This executive committee has 24 seats … Two thirds, so 16 seats, are 
for members from the industry. … Processors and also the … the, how do you say that, well the 
transformation. … The people who prepare the can of the fish, and that kind of thing. … 
Transformers, I would say. And the trade union. The one third is other groups of interest. And 
under this one third, so 8 seats, you can find handlers … women network or NGOs. Actually, 
most of them are NGOs, environmental NGOs or developmental NGOs. … One of them is 
Danish Society for a Living Sea. … So, … We are dealing mainly with, let’s say, three main 
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aspects. One is RFMOs. You know what it is, an RFMO? … It’s so called … R-F-M-O: 
Regional Fishery Management Organization. They are … an international … organization with 
the mandate to management the fish in certain areas, international waters. So, for instance, in 
the Atlantic we have: in the north Atlantic: NAFO … dealing with … well, North Atlantic 
Fishery Organization. We have also (mumbling 4.30): North Seas Atlantic Fishery 
Organization. … And we have also … A big (mumbling 4.38) dealing with tuna and tuna like 
species, so called eye cat. So they are perfectly regulated, and the theoretical basis comes from 
the United Nations’ … lower (mumbling 4.50). … This is one of the main aspects we are dealing 
with. The second one is the agreement, fisheries agreement. The European Union have signed it 
with third countries … worldwide. So they have in the Atlantic, a lot of them. … I don’t know, 
with Morocco, Mauritania … Senegal is not important anymore … Guinea … So you know … 
Ghana, Gabon … a lot of them. In the Indian Ocean it is the same, in the Pacific the same. … 
We have other kinds of agreements with … bilateral agreements. So what we do with them, is 
just stop species quotas, with … developed countries, already developed countries. They are our 
neighbors: Norway, Iceland and Faroe Islands. Just with these three. And the third one is related 
to the … market of the … international market and trade of the … fishing product. So, … these 
things are organized under working groups. …These working groups, they prepare 
recommendations on the … matters that they are concerning. Those recommendations are … 
under the basis of the consensus, are … have to be approved be the executive committee. So, 
the executive committee is the board … in charge of validating those recommendations. Which 
work only under the basis of the consensus, it means, if just one of our members – it doesn’t 
matter if it’s a fisherman or a NGOs – lock the recommendation with a … let’s say … with an 
explanatory memorandum, with logical reasons, then the recommendation is locked. So, it has 
to be agreed by all the members. … Sorry? 
 
I 
How many members are there in …? 
 
Aldereguia 
Technically we are 64. 64. From 12 different members states. Well, sorry, 12 plus 1 … Because 
… the RACs, we are formed the stake holders, but also, we have as observers, member states. 
We have 12, however we have one stakeholder organization coming from Sweden, and Sweden 
is not a member of the LDRAC.  
 
I 
Okay. 
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Aldereguia 
So in the RACs we are open councils. So we have to be inclusive, you know what I mean? 
 
I 
Yeah. 
 
Aldereguia 
So, whoever is interested in our … scope of competences … can be seated around the table. … 
And, well, my tasks within this organization is to organize all the meetings, to contact with 
media, journalists, to be on radio and whatever … to be in touch with all my colleagues trying 
to set out all the working groups, executive committee and general assembly meetings … In 
suitable dates for all of them, including all the topics they are interested in, to manage our 
budget, search for funds, when its needed, but also public funds. So we are not allowed to be 
sponsored by private enterprise … you know … Because we have to be sure, that we are totally 
independent.  
 
I 
Totally independent, okay. So … So, the public funds, where do you get … what funds are 
those? Are those (mumbling 8.58) funds or from the member states or?  
 
Aldereguia 
Both. Well, actually our … The RACs, we have 200,000 euros as annual grant contributions. 
So, it means, we have no flexibility. We have to spend out budget in one natural year. … If not, 
we have to bring back to the European Commission all the money that have not been spend. … 
We have 200,000 from the European Commission plus another 50,000 per year if you can spend 
everything in a proper way. We have … kind of a voluntary contribution from all of our 
member states. … In our case, it is just peanuts: 2,000 euros each member state per year. … 
However, one of those member states is Spain, and the LDRAC is based in Spain, so … as a 
host of this RAC, they are … contributing in a more substantial way. So, actually we are having 
from Spain more than 150,000 euros. 
 
I 
Okay. 
 
Aldereguia 
The last source of funding is our members. They have to pay a fee. … If they are a member of 
the executive committee they have to pay 900 euros per year, so it’s nothing. If they are 
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members of the general assembly they have to pay just 300 euros per year. And let me …. point 
out that we, the RACs, we have to cover the expenses of all of our members coming to official 
meetings of the LDRAC. … So, they don’t need to spent lot of money. What they have to do is 
to be engaged with our work, come to the meetings and try to be pro-active. But they don’t need 
to be worried about money, because as you can imagine, 900 euros per year is nothing.  
 
I   
No, that’s not a lot. 
 
Aldereguia  
So this is our three funding sources, let’s say. However, we have some … aid. Let’s say ad-hoc 
aid. For instance, two weeks ago we have organized a meeting with 22 … African countries – 
from West Africa. Because they are … under one big organization, so-called Common Pact. … 
They are these 22 countries from West and Central Africa, from Morocco and Namibia. And 
this platform, the so-called Common Pact, it’s at administrary level. We have created a platform 
with them in order to promote … good governances in union. So, the European Parliament is 
quite interested in this initiative, and they have supported it. How? Through the payments of the 
meeting room, the coffee breaks, lunch, translation, interpreters and even … they covered the 
expenses of some of the speakers, who came to this workshop. Today’s workshop. So, if not … 
maybe a lot of my, in terms of the European Commission or something like that. But in our 
terms, or remember our budget is almost … half a million euros per year, so it’s not so big. If 
the European Parliament is covering 50,000 euros in an important workshop, for us it’s a lot of 
money. So we also have this funding source, but it’s ad-hoc and it’s not for sure. … Sometimes 
we have some extra aid from the institutions. 
 
I 
Okay. … I just need to come back. Is the half a million euros then for all of the RACs or just for 
LDRAC? 
 
Aldereguia 
For LDRAC. LDRAC, what we have. So, … the common fund is huge. We have, it’s the 
European Commission, 200 plus 50 in case you have spent everything … by RAC. And, as you 
know, must be a co-financing in money (?? 13.25) and maximum the European Commission 
then cover is 90 percent. This is the reason why the other 10 percent is covered by the member 
states.  
 
I 
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Okay, okay. Yeah, you said that … that the money has to be spent in a proper way? 
 
Aldereguia 
Well, yeah, I believe we have capital about this per year (mumbling 13.55). Well, we have 
guidelines. You know? In those guidelines … you have to follow them. That is our bible, our 
financial bible. … You have to follow these rules, because they are … the European 
Commission rules. They are the same for all the annual grants, not just for the RACs, but for all 
of them. It’s not up to the MIA (?? 14.15), it’s up to the European Commission itself. So, … In 
those guide lines you can find what is an eligible cost and what is a non-eligible cost. And to be 
sure that you are spending the money of the taxpayers of the European Community in a proper 
way … you have to … commit a certain amount of money … to pay an external (mumbling – 
14.50) … all the years. So, we have … twice per year: one external and one internal.  
 
I 
Okay, … okay. … But it’s not … It has nothing to do with the advice you propose to the 
Commission? 
 
Aldereguia 
No, not at all. … this is just, let’s say, by one side … now we are talking about the functions of 
the RAC. Regular functions, regular program. By other side is our role … which is another 
thing. You know what I mean? 
 
I 
Yeah … I think I get it. … Okay, so … to something a little bit else than the financials, … it’s 
just, you said that the … one third of the … of the chairs were … was seated by NGOs and 
others … and other not-production, not-industry …  
 
Aldereguia 
Exactly. But this is changing. … In the new … reform of Common Fisheries Policy, the Council 
and the European Parliament they have proposed 40/60. 60 percentages of the seats for 
producers, 40 percentages for NGOs.  
 
I 
Okay. 
 
Aldereguia 
And there is not affixed numbers. We have the … It’s up to us to decide the number of the seats.  
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I 
Okay. 
 
Aldereguia 
Of course, so if the executive committee, they have meetings 60/40, let’s say, so … it has to be 
handle, possible to handle. You know what I mean? We cannot create a board with a … hundred 
people. It has no sense. It’s not handleable at all. However, maybe … So, if you make the 
figures … 60 and 40, if you are talking about 24 seats, it’s not … a right number. It’s by one 
side, it’s 15 plus 3 and the other side is thus something. So, you cannot split one person. So, … 
25 would be a good number, or even 20 would be a good number.  
 
I 
Yeah, but … that is the Commission and the Parliament, who … 
 
Aldereguia 
No, you how they … how they … the European institutions work? The European Commission 
proposes … but the legislators are the … Council and the European Parliament. This is the 
reason why we are now talking about the (mumbling – 17.20). Because the one which proposes 
is the Commission. … The first to make a decision on this proposal is the European … Council 
formed by the member states. And then they have to agree on the final … text with the 
European Parliament. … Because they are co-legislators since 200- and, well first … first 
October 2009, when the Lisbon-treaty went into force.  
 
I 
Okay … so they proposed that the amount of … non-industry’s … seats were increased? 
 
Aldereguia  
No … actually 60/40 … it is quite … well, let’s say, so I … Not all of us … were in agreement 
with the decision. Because … now, with this, 16 and 8 seats, most of us we don’t … we have a 
lot of empty seats in the one-third part, because … not all the NGOs would like to take seat 
around the table. … So … why? Because … well, I have a lot of theories, but now … in our 
respect. So, the Long, the international fishery, and … trade. … We are the most successful 
RAC in terms of having … engaged NGOs working with us. We have just one exception, but 
it’s a quite big exception. It’s Greenpeace. … Yeah, so … we have WWF, we have OCEANA, 
we have Coalition for Fair Fisheries Arrangements. We have a lot of them and they are quite 
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active in the RAC. And even we have another one, which is the so-called PEW, which is 
becoming more and more active. PEW, you know them?  
 
I 
No, I’ve never heard about them. 
 
Aldereguia 
They are quite huge, they have a lot of money, very good money. … And at the beginning they 
thought, they would be more effective working by themselves. Working outside of the system. 
But now they realized that the … effective with the industry and trying to change the things by 
building a new system is much more … useful, rather than be alone, talking to nobody and … 
well, having a lot of gaps in the reality of the fishery. However, Greenpeace, they prefer to work 
alone, they answer they always give to us: we have no capacity, we have no people, we have no 
human resources, so we’ll be for the RACs. However, it’s not true. Because they have a lot of 
money, a lot of people. And it’s quite, let’s say, strange to believe that if a small NGO that of 
the as the Seas At Risk can be both in the work of four different RACs, and they are just 6 
people, … Greenpeace cannot do the same. Well, why are they to go, because now … how do 
you say … funds-writing … for them, now it’s easier to get funds, because they are the only 
NGO working out of the system. And we were claiming to the European Commission, if we are 
the council, the advisory council, of the European institutions, the official advisory council, we 
should be, let’s say … a priority group. And now, in the current reform, which is going to enter 
into force the 3rd of January 2014 … we will have a more important role. So what Greenpeace 
… will check is … going to be decided within the RACs. So we are going to be the first to say. 
Do you know what I mean? 
 
I 
… No … just, one more time please. The last part.  
 
Aldereguia 
Okay, okay. So, …. Greenpeace doesn’t like to take seat around the table with RACs. However, 
we RACs, we are the official advisory councils of the European institutions. So in the next 
reform, we are going to be the first step for the stakeholders. So … the European institutions 
will consult us … first of all. And then, after we discuss this paper, what we could use in 
collaboration with the European institution, is what other NGOs, which doesn’t like to play 
within the system, will get.  
 
I 
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Okay. 
 
Aldereguia 
So they will be in a second step, let’s say. 
 
I 
Okay, yeah. 
 
Aldereguia 
The idea of the Commission of course is to regulate those NGOs to take seat around the table 
and to discuss in a proper way. … With all the different stakeholders involved.  
 
I  
Okay, but … so … so you said that … that basically all of the NGOs could … get a seat? 
 
Aldereguia 
Around the table, of course. Of course, it is open to everyone. 
 
I 
But if you only have a limited amount of seats, then how will you choose which NGOs should 
… is that just whoever wants to be a part of it, or? 
 
Aldereguia 
Well, actually it’s a very good question. … Let’s come back to these 16 and 8 … seats. 8 for 
one third-group, currently we have, I think, 16 … other groups of interest, 16 associations or 
organizations, from this one third-group. But in the executive committee there are only 8, how 
… how it happened … they decided who should be in and who should be out. And actually, the 
rotation of those seats is a very good practice. But it’s the same in the other side with that 
differences. They are 50, and they have only 16 seats. … And you have to find also a balance, 
because it’s compulsory. Every single member state claim the role of observer within a RAC 
have to have one seat for one of the … (mumbling 24.50) association. So we have 12 … 12 of 
those seats are reserved. One for each member state. The other 4 they voucher under the basis of 
the importance of the fishery, of the international fisheries in … the, in Europe. So, Spain, 
Portugal, France they are … more active, they have … much more business, number of vessels, 
people employed, so these 4 places were served in that way: So, two for Spain, one for Portugal 
and one for France. … And it was decided by them. Again, under the basis of the consensus, so 
it was quite difficult. Actually the … Council decision to create the RACs, as I said before, 
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comes from 2004, however the LDRAC became operational in 2007. So three years of 
discussion. … But, well … now it’s working. 
 
I 
Yeah. … So, you are talking a lot about consensus and said that … all of the … the persons 
seated, having seat …  
 
Aldereguia  
Well, they’re … Sorry, sorry? 
 
I   
That … all of the seats, … both from the NGOs and the productions sector, the stake holders 
yeah, they have sort of a veto right, if they … have a good explanation why they don’t think that 
… the advice should be given. How …? 
 
Aldereguia   
Exactly. So, let me remember one thing, … so the executive committee is the board in charge to 
validate the recommendations. And the recommendations are produced in the framework of the 
working group. The working groups are open to all the stake holders, so if one of those stake 
holders – even if it’s not a member of the executive committee – would like to block one 
recommendation with … good reasons, so … in a good explanation document or something like 
that, they can do it. Because we do work under the basis of the consensus. So you don’t need to 
be a member of the executive committee for blocking one recommendation. You can do it 
within the working group. We have to assure that every voice is perfectly valid in the system of 
the LDRAC.  
 
I  
Okay … Who decides what a good explanation is?  
 
Aldereguia  
Well … you know what a good explanation means. If I would like to propose an increment of 
the quota of the bluefin tuna, I just say ‘No, I don’t like to eat bluefin tuna’, so its not a good 
explanation. However, if you say ‘no, because they are … scientific assignment this year shows 
how the environment is going down’, you know, this is good (mumbling 28.00) explanation. It’s 
clear to everyone, the problem in the past was … even just with a ‘no’ it was possible to block 
… one recommendation, which is not (mumbling 28.14). So we elaborated a … code of 
conduct, which is alive. It is not a closed document. It’s alive, because once we detected one 
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problem, related to the … I don’t know, well … one problem, I don’t know … Maybe it’s not 
possible to insure … the proper participation of all the members, then we correct the situation 
through the code of conduct.  
 
I  
Okay … okay. So … 
 
Aldereguia  
At the end of the day, we are an advisory council, so we are not producing the law. So, what we 
would like to do is just to … be involved in the decision making process and implementation of 
the law. But we are just an advisory council, or … we are working in our good. So the NGOs, 
what they are looking for, is to … reach this ability. And at the end of the day, they knew 
fishermen - because the … mentality of the behavior of the fishermen has changed a lot in the 
last 20 years – they knew fishermen. They are making a lot of investments, that’s a lot of 
money. So they are also looking for this ability, because it has no sense … to make a lot of 
investments … in your vessels, in your fishing gear, … I don’t know, even in the science, in the 
research – because most of the time it is also paid by the fishermen – if … your intention is to 
collapse the … stock, has no sense. So you are also looking for sustainability. They wait, so the 
thing is ‘how’. Because their approach sometimes it is not the same, or even with the … some 
NGOs think it is really … dangerous for the … the stock. Maybe the fishermen they think that it 
is not so dangerous. So, and they knew. Common Fishery Policy … it’s quite important, 
because one of the pillars of the new CFP is the scientific assessment. So every single decision 
is going to be taken under the basis of the ‘Better Science Possible’.  
 
I  
Okay. 
 
Aldereguia  
So we have something objective in the middle of (mumbling 30.50), which is the science.  
 
I  
That’s great. … Yeah … What was it that I wanted to ask? … So the communication between 
the … different stakeholders …in each of the work groups, how does that work? Are you 
gathered or? 
 
Aldereguia  
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Well, at the beginning it was quite difficult, so you’ll be getting my … just one inch … of 
fisheries or of fishery ground. It was complicated, and you have by one side the NGOs and by 
other side the fishermen, so … The first couple of years with the LDRAC, was right to put all 
the key players around the table, and it was not an easy task. I don’t know if you remember, 
maybe you’re … if you remember a Coca Cola spot? With a father and mother and the children. 
You remember? And the father and the mother they were … fighting all the time, but the 
children said “Daddy … I’m going to talk to mommy, you would like to say something to her?” 
“Yes. She’s a witch.” The guy goes to his mother and says “daddy says you are the most 
beautiful lady he ever met!” And at the end of the time, they remember when they were young, 
bla bla bla. So … and they became lovers again. This was the same. So, it was really 
complicated to sit around the table all of them, because they … knew each other very good, and 
they were in the business for a while and … well, the positions were more radical than 
nowadays. Maybe because this is a process and in the beginning you … you have to take a 
position and the position at that moment it was more radical than now. Now I’m really proud to 
say that the relationship is pretty, pretty good. And it is not so difficult to reach an agreement, as 
I told you before, they are aiming at the same goals: sustainability. So of course, still there are 
some fights, for instance … regarding, you know … trade unions. The famous social class, the 
working conditions aboard. Remember, that we are talking about one fleet, which operates … 
outside of the European (mumbling 33.25). So, the competent of those fleets are Koreans, 
Russian, Chinese … all those fleets, they are able to produce … I don’t know … not … in a 
cheaper way, even 25 times more cheap than the European vessels. Why? Because of the 
standard. For instance … one NGO, so-called the Environmental Justice Station, they have 
published a very interesting report a couple of months ago about the slavery aboard of 
Thailandish vessels. They treat as they were slaves. … So, as you can imagine, it is not the same 
to produce one bawl of tuna with the slaves aboard rather than … no but European citizens 
aboard with normal salaries and normal social security system. Okay? ... So, this is so-called … 
dumping … You know the word?  
 
I   
Yeah. 
 
Aldereguia  
Dumping. So sometimes, the … standards of … work conditions … in European waters or 
outside are not exactly the same. They are quite fair, but they are not exactly the same. So, we 
are discussing at two different levels and … sometimes … we have this discussion with the … 
well, we, my people, they have this discussion, so … I’m on … NGOs … trade unions … and 
the producers, because … don’t forget that the producers, they also, it is compulsory for them to 
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have aboard a lot of foreigners. Because if they have a fishing agreement with a third country, 
this third country forces them to have at least one member of the crew from this citizenship. If 
you have, I don’t know, ten license with ten different third countries, which is not … so strange 
with the tuna fisheries, so … more than half of your crew, they are non-EU nationals.  
 
I 
Okay. 
 
Aldereguia  
But, well … Still a lot of things to do, as I told you … well, now we are … still in the 
negotiation of the new CFP, so it has been … crazy to … produce a lot of papers regarding the 
different approach of the new … basis regulation … I don’t know, mainly for us the external 
dimension, but also the new market regulation, the new European and maritime fisheries fund, 
so … maybe what … despite they can serve the same objectives, maybe … for the new 
European fisheries fund, the ship-owner would like to have more subsidies, for … I don’t know, 
for increasing the collectivity of the gears, but the NGOs they would like to have more funds to 
… I don’t know, for reallocation the fishermen from scrap fleet, please, so … Different 
approaches and there are a lot of things to discuss, but of course we are not starting from zero. 
The fisheries management, the European Union really good, actually we apply to the highest 
standards worldwide.  
 
I  
Okay … So you think the communication is getting better between the industry and the NGOs 
… stake holders. So, how many … how often can you get an advice … can you get everybody 
to agree on some advice to give to the EU institution and the Commission? 
 
Aldereguia  
How often? Okay, our regular program … forces us to have at least … twice per year meetings 
of each working group. We have five working groups, so they have to meet at least twice per 
year.  
 
I  
Yeah. 
 
Aldereguia   
Also, the executive committee has to meet twice per year and … the general assembly just once 
per year. … However … we have this web-ex system, so … you have not your … headphones 
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and your micro, but believe me it is much better because sometimes I cannot hear you very 
clear, because of the echo of the room you are in right now. So usually we use headphones and 
micro, just more useful. We can organize meetings like this, maximum 8 people and actually we 
do one per week. … We have a … Each working group has … a chair plus vice-chair. Usually 
the chair comes from the industry and the vice-chair from an NGO or vice versa. So … there is 
a first step to … analyze what is … interesting to discuss about … or something like that. So, 
we detect some hot points, hot issues, hot topics … and then we organize … our working 
groups. Either the regular one or an extra ad-hoc focus group or working group. … It depends a 
lot of times on … of our means. As you can imagine, if I have to pay, not only 64 travels, but 
also … translation into four different languages: Spanish, French, Portuguese and English, so 
it’s quite expensive. So, we have to be very careful. We cannot organize so many meetings. 
Maybe we would like to, but still … it’s working the new technologies are going forward quite 
fast and they are … allowing us to organize more and more meetings for extra working group, 
or even now we are really focusing the … in the structure of the … relationships with third 
country stake holders. Now we are becoming very active with ... African, South-American … 
Asiatic and … well, stakeholder’s networks. Now, for instance, next week I’m leaving to … 
Cape Town to the eye cat annual meeting, and we are organizing … a side-event together with 
an African organization formed by … 11 different … stakeholders associations. So it’s also … 
something similar to us. It’s a platform of … inter-national stakeholders. In our case it’s just 
limited to the European Union, in their case it’s limited to West and … Central Africa, but it 
still is inter-national, over-national.  
 
I  
Okay … But that’s more about how often you meet, just … how often do you give concrete 
advice to the … Commission? How often do you meet them and … 
 
Aldereguia  
Well, at the beginning it was not quite often … after a couple of years it was very often, 
however the quality of those advices, those recommendations … was not … a good one. I’m 
talking about the average, some of them were brilliant, some of them were … rubbish. Now, it 
would … it’s clear to us is … when a scientist around the table, and we also need a certain level 
of engagement of the member states, the administrations. So since they are observers, they are 
not forced to come to our meetings. They are coming if they consider that it could be useful. So, 
now, what we are producing is high level, quality … recommendations. … For instance, even 
you can find in our web-side one … couple of books we have produce. Because our 
recommendations, for instance, related to the tuna fishery. Have you ever heard about FADs? 
Fishing Aggregating Devices. FADs. F-A-D. Well, this is a system of fisheries … just for tuna. 
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And, it’s quite new, so there is an important level of uncertainty of the impact of this fishing 
gear in the tuna fishery as itself. So, as a hot point – quite important – of this passion between 
NGOs and industry. … We were pioneers - worldwide, in the world – we were pioneers 
discussing about this topic, so we produced … one recommendation … related to … on a plan 
for managing this fishing gear. So ... management plan for FADs, and it was the first one in the 
world. So despite the recommendation itself, we produced one book … gathering all the 
information we used … to reach this recommendation. And even we include the discussion 
papers we produced, and everything, so this book was a sprint worldwide in the different tuna 
and tuna-like regional fishery organisation, and it was even taking as an example, in the last 
IUCN summit. So this I think high quality level of recommendation. So in this case, when we 
organized the last workshop, just to define the last details of this management plan, lot of 
member states where there, because it was quite useful recommendation. Now we are 
producing, let us say, maybe something like six, seven, eight, even ten recommendations per 
year. Four of them, they are requirements from the European Commission, maybe looking for a 
work position to define the tax and quarters in some (mumbling - 44:10). But the other six, they 
are proactive initiatives from us. And through those recommendations we are trying to have any 
kind of influence in the world governance for the fisheries. We are reaching all, not yet, but it is 
step by step, but we are starting to be known, well known in all the world, so we have 
participated quite actively in the United Nations, say general assembly resolution for sustainable 
fishery. We are observers, we have the status of observers in the ICAR, in the IOTC, in the 
Western Central pacific fisheries commission, in the International (mumbling 44.52) 
commission, by the way I was president of one of these organisations for some years. So now 
we are well known among the main players at the international level, we are looking for the 
increasement of our network. How, by signing memoirs of understanding with those members. 
We have signed one with this (mumbling – 45. 20) which is formed by the 22 costal states from 
West Africa. We are going to take part in the African Union (mumbling – 45.30) to define the 
fishery strategy for all Africa, so this is quite important. We have been in contact whit a lot of 
different countries in a bilateral way, but we would like to have more regional approach. We are 
doing so in Indian Ocean, we are doing so in some South American and Central American 
platforms. It is difficult, it takes time, but well we would like to be one important stakeholder 
platform in the fisheries governance at an international level 
 
I 
So when you say you have good quality recommendations, do you find that the EU institutions 
listen to your advice? Do they take it into account? 
 
Aldereguia 
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Well, this is the one million dollar question. So now in the reform, we were claiming for a 
system, which insures our proper participation in the elaboration and the implementation of the 
policy. However nowadays it depends more on persons rather than the system. It is complicated. 
As I told you before, the fact to produce a recommendation does not mean that the European 
Commission has to accept it. However if we produce a high level recommendation together with 
the scientist, the member states, the NGO’s and the fishery industry, in the new common 
fisheries policy which is going to be one of the pillars, it is going to be the regionalisation, our 
role could be quite important. At least more important than nowadays. So now it depends a lot 
on the person of the European Commission rather that the European Commission itself. So the 
responsible is, we should analyse recommendation by recommendation, the impact it has on the 
common fisheries policy but I can tell you right now, it is quite few. Unfortunately quite few so 
far. 
 
I 
So when you say it depends on the commissioner rather than the commission.  
 
Aldereguia 
I did not say commissioner, I said person of course I was thinking commissioner, but I said 
person. 
 
I 
Okay, sorry, but do you decide which person to contact or is that institutionalized? 
 
Aldereguia 
Well, the European Commission, you know how it works, the hierarchy is quite strong and 
nonflexible. It is not flexible at all. So each (mumbling – 49.10) has one commissioner, and the 
commissioner is the one who decides the policy. And all of them, even if you do not like, they 
have to follow this policy, because the hierarchy in the commission is quite strict. So the 
commissioner say, I would like to implement a new policy on (mumbling – 49.30). Even if you 
are not in agreement, even if the scientific personal is against this against this method, you have 
to follow it. So if you produce recommendations on how to tackle this new policy you are going 
to be heard, that is for sure, the European Commission is quite interested. However if you 
produce a recommendation together with the NGO’s the scientist and the industry, saying it is 
not possible to implement this policy, you won’t ever be heard. 
 
I 
Okay, so they can ignore you. 
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Aldereguia 
Absolutely. However we are not so, our time has a value, so we do not like to waist our time, so 
we try to produce something useful all the time, so the European Commission decided to have 
the main pillars for the new common fisheries policy regionalisation (mumbling – 50.34), best 
science available, so we have to work on those topics. We cannot work back to the reality. 
 
I 
Okay. So it is most defiantly possible for the RAC’s to gain access to the EU, but it depends on 
the scientific value of your advices … 
 
Aldereguia 
Well, our access to the scientist is pretty good. Our recommendations are based in science, of 
course, but the science have different means. Maybe you are thinking in biology, but let me ask 
you something. Have you ever heard about the Svalbard treaty? The Svalbard is a small island 
in the north Atlantic. So in our relationship with Norway, there are a lot of things involved. One 
of them is the small island called Svalbard. In 1920 there was not the economic exclusive zone 
200 miles, there where only 12 miles property of the Norwegian. The economic space around 
this island, this Svalbard, was managed by all the signed countries of the Svalbard treaty. In 
1920, and this is still into force, one of this, of the main principals of this treaty, is the principal 
of non-discriminatory actions. However, the European Commission did not exist in 1920. They 
where just single member states signing on the ribbon. However nowadays in the negotiations 
the European Commission is not recognized by the Norwegian authorities as valid (mumbling - 
53:03), but either France, Spain, United Kingdom, they are not valid, because they cannot 
negotiate by themselves since they have transferred this capacity to the European Commission, 
so it is quite complicated. In this case the science is juridical science. We have to play with a lot 
of science. A lot of juridical, sorry, with a lot of different science, not only biologist, but also 
juridical. You know what I mean? 
 
I 
Yes, I think so. 
 
Aldereguia 
Yes, absolutely. Our recommendations they have as much value, as much as they are based in 
good science. 
 
I 
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Okay. A question that leads back to a question we had earlier in the interview, who do you 
reckon vetos against the advice the most of that of the stakeholders. Most from the industry or 
from the NGO’s? 
 
Aldereguia 
Well, first of all, as I told you before, there is need to identity the hotpoints and the 
recommendations usually are produced around those hotpoints over capacity, recovery plan for 
one of our species, relationship with third countries, how it is effecting the European industrial 
fleet to the local artisan population in the third countries, fisheries agreement, such kind of 
things. Those topics are identified by all the group, who produces the recommendation. Usually 
the first draft is produced by me. I gather all the positions and I try to do a consensus paper. Of 
course this is the (mumbling - 55:13). This document is discussed in advance of the working 
group with the main players lets say. And then it is discussed by all (missing sound, 10 sec) in 
the working group. And if they reach an agreement, goes to the consecutive committee. If not 
no. 
 
I 
Okay … I just wanted to ask something completely different. What do you feel, can the NGOs 
easily affect the policy process in the EU, or is it more that even though they have access, they 
barely have any say, or?   
 
Aldereguia 
Well, absolutely, first of all, what I have to do is that the NGOs have changed the world that is 
for sure. Actually one of the main problems we do have currently is Greenpeace. However I am 
in very good fun of Greenpeace, because in the past, they did incredible things for changing the 
world. But now we have to work in anther different, so people, society, fishermen, consumers, 
all the different groups, now we do care about the environment. We do care about the working 
labour condition, we do care about the sustainability of the resources, not only at the beach, but 
the forest and the agricultural level, so now it is time to change the world by constructing a new 
system. So in this sense, now I do not believe in the Greenpeace position. However I am in very 
good fun of WWF, for instance. Why? Because they are still trying to change the world, trying 
to safe the world, they are still quite green, but they realised that it is time to work in a different 
way. If we are going to close one fishing ground to protect the environmental marine vulnerable 
system, you know sponges, corals such kinds of things, quite important for the eco-system. 
Because a lot of people think, this is just beauty, it is not worthy. It is. It is because it affects to 
all the eco-system. So maybe it is needed to phase out one fleet. In this case WWF takes care 
about those families, how they are going to reallocate those workers, how you are going to 
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reallocate a lot of things, such as source of proteins, because do not forget, that most of the 
costal African population, the main source of protein comes from the European Union fleets. It 
is more (mumbling – 58.40) Quite cheap proteins they cannot get, because they have no fleet to 
catch those quantities. However the European fleet is doing so in a sustainable, and we are now 
not talking about sustainability, but also, how do you say, food security. Food security in the 
sense, to provide proteins to the people, you know what I mean. So in this sense I clap my hands 
for such kinds of NGOs, WWF, OCEANA, Seas At Risk, The Danish Society for Living Seas 
(mumbling - 59:45) to protect the nature. They are great. However, I cannot clap my hands for 
Greenpeace. They are bothering more than helping to improve the situation. So just one small 
question, you are not going to remember what happened in the Gulf of Mexico a couple of years 
ago, the British Petroleum issue. Where was Greenpeace? Because do not forget Greenpeace is 
also founded by the British Petroleum. And they were not there.  
(Technical problems)   
 
I 
In other interviews with NGOs we have talked about how it is very important to have the right 
kind of resources, and that it is very important to have the right kind of professionalism, to 
know exactly how to communicate, and that it is very important to, for example drink coffee in 
the hallway at the right time, with the right people. Do you see this as a problem for the NGOs 
to gain access or do you see it more that it is actually really easy for all kinds of NGOs to gain 
access? 
 
Aldereguia 
Well, I do not think the NGOs have any kind of career to join the RACs. Most of them they are 
playing the role within the RACs and outside, of course, because this is complementary, this is 
not … let’s say, it can lead together the work they are running or they are developing outside 
and inside of the RACs. The coherence is the most important. Why? There is one reason and I 
think it is a very important reason. If you, as RAC, you cannot decide the content of the 
recommendation, because you have to decide it together with the colleagues within the RAC, 
but you cannot reach, you cannot produce the same impact as an NGO playing by themselves 
and out of the system, then of cause you become quit restrained and (mumbling - 01:03:10), 
because if Greenpeace has direct access with Commissioner Damanaki and they have more 
influence than the official advisory counsel of the European Union, is quite restraining. So it is 
complicated to deal with this situation, because as you said before, the NGOs, at least most of 
them we do have within the RACs, they are excellent. The level of competence is brilliant, they 
are great people, really committed. Still they are still people, so they are making big effort to 
deal with the RACs. In fact at the end of the day, you do not produce any kind of impact, 
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because of the attitude of the commissioner Damanaki, what do you think. They will be so 
engaged in the RACs works? I do not think so. And this is a real concern, and actually the 
European commissioner for fisheries she changed her mind a little bit because she realised that 
the level of frustration of the RAC members was going up and up and up, and something had to 
be done, and finally to result. And this is the main problem in relations to the proper 
participation of the NGOs, rather than the expertise or resources. 
(more technical problems) 
 
I 
Is there something you feel that is very important that we have not asked you about, something 
you want to add? 
 
Aldereguia 
Yes, maybe you should, if you are going to talk about the involvement of the stakeholders, in 
your case NGOs, in the policy making process, you should go to the root. And in the case of the 
RACs the root comes from the last reforms 2002, common fisheries policy. And why 2002 and 
not in the previous reform, 1994. Civil society movements, I can tell you. Civil society 
movements was the moment to be coherent between different policies, for instance in our case 
developing, developing policies, fisheries policies, they have to be coherent. And it was quite 
difficult and though choices, actually it still is, but at least now we are in our way. So in our 
case, the fishery agreement with third countries, before 2002, the fisheries agreement we had 
with the developing countries were just take the money, and I take the fish, so fish for money, 
and that is it. But the civil society said, you think this is a fair way to make business, so you are 
giving the money, you are not letting the local fishermen to develop the local sector, because the 
politician, which is incredible corrupt, would like to get your money, not to the national 
treasure, but to his pocket. Maybe we should ensure, first of all that the resources they are 
selling us they are at surplus, following the lower (mumbling - 01:07:09) we cannot access to 
their resources rather than the surplus resources. So the captains they cannot fish, maybe we 
can, of cause. Always keeping in mind the sustainability. So the maximal sustainable level of 
that fishery. And this came because the civil society said stop. We do not like any business at 
any price. Let us be fair, let us try to improve the situation. Go to the roots. And the roots has 
stated, the Johannesburg summit, the millennium summit, Rio plus 20 referee, those 
conclusions, go to the conclusion of those summits, and you will get why, in the reform of 2002 
a lot of the involvement of the stakeholders, the elaboration and the implementation of the 
policy. Not only fishery, all the policies. So this could be an important point for your thesis. 
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APPENDIX 14 
 
Coding 
 
Stakeholder  
It is important to detect what it takes to become a stakeholder in the different arenas and who is 
involved in these. Stakeholders are seen as being of importance in the discussion and initiation 
of issues. Focus is on what it takes to become a member of, and thus a stakeholder in, the NGOs 
and for the NGOs to become members of both networks, associations and advisory councils. 
What stakeholders are excluded and included and the voluntariness in this. Furthermore focus is 
on which stakeholders has access to the issue- and policy-making processes. It is detected in 
different statements on who is involved in the arenas.  
 
Resources and capacity 
It is important to detect the amount of resources in the different networks and NGOs, and how 
they obtain these capacities. Resources and capacity is generally seen as essential in the 
possibilities to gain access to the policy arenas at both national and supra-national levels. Focus 
is on economic capacity, human resources (as the amount of human working hours), social 
capacities (the contacts and network with whom they cooperate) and the capacity of knowledge. 
These resources and capacities are detected both through direct statements and explanations of 
cases. 
 
Fair procedures 
This code entails all procedures mentioned in the interviews, these being both the internal 
procedures in the different arenas and the procedures of gaining access to EU institutions. The 
focus is on tracing the interests through the systems and whether the interests of the NGOs, 
networks, associations and regional advisory council reflect in the different arenas.  
 
Communication 
This code entails communication across networks. It focuses both on the strategic 
communication, which is used to obtain certain goals or agendas, and the scientific that entails 
the methods to put emphasis on the validity of arguments, in order to be included in the 
discussions at EU level. Furthermore it entails the method of communication, like meetings, 
mailing lists, reports and so forth, together with the extent of the communication: how often do 
they communicate between networks.   
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Agenda-setting 
This point seeks to understand how the agenda is set. It is concerned with agenda-setting on all 
levels, i.e. in the NGOs, in the networks and in the European Union. It deals with whether the 
democratic processes on each level are reaching for consensus or compromise. Furthermore it 
addresses the possible 
 
Informal and institutionalized contact 
The access to the EU includes both an institutionalized and informal contact, which is important 
to determine NGOs role as it affects their possibilities for acting. The informal contact can be 
characterized as lobbying which  
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APPENDIX 15 
 
Organizational chart 
Concord Europe 
 
!
